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SUMMARY 
 
Each year, psychology departments across South Africa are faced with the arduous task 
of selecting the most suitable candidates to fill their Clinical, Counselling, Educational, 
and Industrial Psychology master’s coursework programmes. Although various criteria 
are considered in this process, personality has long been considered an important variable 
in the screening and selection of master’s psychology applicants, and some sort of 
personality assessment is commonly utilized by selection committees as part of the 
screening and selection procedures. While there are many different theoretical 
perspectives on personality and various personality assessment measures available, the 
Five-Factor Model (FFM) of personality has gained considerable attention over the last 
decade as a comprehensive and universal conceptualization of a broad trait structure for 
human personality.  Currently, the Revised NEO Personality Inventory (NEO PI-R) is 
considered to be one of the best commercially available measures of the personality traits 
proposed by this model. The NEO PI-R provides a comprehensive measure of adult 
personality, has been extensively researched, and has demonstrated its utility across many 
different cultures, languages, and contexts.      
 
The aim of this study was to explore and describe the personality profiles of short-listed 
master’s psychology applicants at a higher education institution in South Africa, using the 
NEO PI-R, in an effort to explore the use of NEO PI-R profiles in the selection of 
master’s psychology applicants. The study was exploratory descriptive in nature and 
employed a quantitative research method. The sample of 247 participants was selected 
according to non-probability convenience sampling and was sourced from an archival 
research database. As part of the application process at the higher education institution, 
applicants were required to complete various tests, tasks, and questionnaires. The 
questionnaires selected for this study included a biographical questionnaire, used to 
describe the biographical variables of the sample, and the NEO PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 
1992), used as a measure of personality.  The NEO PI-R has been found to have good 
validity and reliability, with reliability in particular having being established in the South 
African context. Descriptive and inferential statistics, including correlations, cluster 
 xiv
analysis, and multivariate analysis of variance (ANOVA), were utilized to analyze the 
data.   
 
Key findings revealed that overall, the group of short-listed master’s psychology 
applicants could be described as being emotionally well-adjusted and sociable, which is 
in line with previous national and international research.  In addition, a cluster analysis 
revealed three significantly different personality subgroups within the total sample, thus 
highlighting the heterogeneous nature of this sample of applicants.  Each of the three 
personality subgroups exhibited significantly different personality traits which were 
judged to be more or less suitable for potential psychologists-in-training.  Clusters 1 and 
2 exhibited the most desirable personality characteristics in relation to selection into a 
master’s psychology programme, while Cluster 3 exhibited the least desirable traits. 
Various classification functions were derived which classified applicants into “selected” 
and “not selected” groups as well as the three personality subgroups, which could aid 
selection committees in the future to screen out potentially unsuitable candidates earlier 
in the selection process.  It was concluded that the use of NEO PI-R personality profiles 
could aid the screening and selection of short-listed master’s psychology applicants.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Key Words 
five-factor model, big five, NEO PI-R, psychology master’s applicants, master’s 
psychology selection, cluster analysis 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Chapter Preview 
The chapter will begin with a general orientation to the current study, followed by a 
motivation for the study and a brief description of the purpose thereof.  The chapter concludes 
with a brief overview of the chapter organization of the treatise.   
 
General Orientation to the Study 
In an attempt to orientate the reader to the study, three areas of literature are focused on in 
this section.  Firstly, a theoretical orientation sets the context of the study within the field of 
personality psychology, and more specifically, within the Trait Psychology approach and its 
current predominant theory, the Five-Factor Model (FFM).  Next, a brief introduction to 
personality assessment is provided including an introduction to the Revised NEO Personality 
Inventory (NEO PI-R), a personality inventory specifically designed to measure the FFM, and the 
assessment measure of choice for this study.  Finally, the study is placed within the context of 
higher education, as issues related to the selection and admissions procedures and the potential 
usefulness of personality assessment within these procedures for master’s psychology applicants 
are briefly introduced.         
   
Theoretical Orientation 
Personality psychology, otherwise referred to as “personology”, has one of the longest 
histories in the discipline of psychology (Merenda, 1999) and forms an important sub-discipline 
within the broader field.  Meyer defined Personology as “the branch of psychology which focuses 
on the study of the individual’s characteristics and of differences between people” (cited in 
Meyer, Moore, & Viljoen, 1997, p. 5).  According to Ehrenreich (1997), understanding 
personality and its disorders is essential to understanding human behaviour and functioning.  
Understanding human behaviour has value in any context where humans or human interactions 
are concerned.  The applications of findings from personology are therefore extensive.  
Personality is a complex construct to understand, and is further complicated by the lack of a 
universally agreed-upon definition.  The definition of personality differs across the many 
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psychological orientations within the discipline of psychology.  Although each theoretical 
orientation prescribes to its own definition of personality, each of these definitions contributes in 
a valuable way.  Of particular interest to the present study is the dispositional approach to 
personality which classifies people according to psychological characteristics.  Within the 
dispositional approach, trait theories are of particular interest to the present study. 
Trait psychology considers personality traits as the primary point of focus in defining 
personality and views human nature in terms of individual differences.  As in any of the 
theoretical orientations, there are numerous theories and trait systems within trait psychology 
which attempt to explain personality.  However, it is the FFM of personality which currently 
enjoys the position as the most predominant trait theory in use (Merenda, 1999).  The model 
provides an empirical generalization of the covariation of personality traits.  The FFM structures 
personality in a hierarchical manner, and describes personality according to five major factors, 
namely (1) Neuroticism, (2) Extraversion, (3) Openness to Experience, (4) Agreeableness, and (5) 
Conscientiousness (Digman, 1990; McCrae & John, 1992).  These five factors have been 
described as a comprehensive and universal trait structure for human personality (McCrae & 
Costa, 2003).   
McCrae and Costa (1996, 1999) developed a theory of personality, called the Five-Factor 
Theory (FFT), which is based on research findings associated with the FFM.  The FFT places the 
five factors of the FFM within a more holistic system of development and functioning in an 
attempt to explain the mechanism of personality from a trait approach (Allik & McCrae, 2002; 
Taylor, 2004).  The FFM and FFT provide the theoretical underpinnings to the conceptualization 
of personality and the personality assessment measure employed in the present study. 
 
Personality Assessment 
Progress in the field of personology relies upon the assessment of personality, which requires 
appropriate and effective assessment methods.  Of all the theoretical orientations, the 
dispositional approach is recognized for its strong associations with measurement, and the use of 
quantitative measurement techniques for assessing and studying personality (Larsen & Buss, 
2005).  Personality assessment can take many forms including behavioural observation and 
projective techniques, and objective personality inventories (Aiken, 2000).  This latter method of 
assessment forms the basis for the type of personality assessment employed in this study.   
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A variety of measures have been developed to measure the FFM.  However, one of the most 
well-known and extensively used measures is the NEO PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 1992a).  The 
NEO PI-R is a self-report personality inventory consisting of 240 items answered on a 5-point 
Likert-type scale, which can be administered to a group or individually. The inventory, a measure 
of normal personality, was developed specifically to conceptualize the FFM of personality and 
consists of five domain scales, representing the five factors of the FFM, which are measured by 
30 facet scales (Costa & McCrae, 1992a).     
The NEO PI-R has been translated into many different languages across the world, and the 
structure of the translated versions has been replicated well in Dutch, German, Italian, Estonian, 
Finnish, Spanish, Hebrew, Portuguese, Russian, Korean, Japanese, French, and Filipino (Church 
& Lonner, 1998).  The trait scales of the NEO PI-R showed adequate levels of internal reliability 
and robust factorial structures in all cultures and languages studied by McCrae (2001, 2002).  
This measure has become a forerunner in assessment measures used for cross-cultural research.  
The NEO PI-R has been extensively researched and has demonstrated its utility across many 
different cultures, languages, and contexts (Church & Lonner, 1998; Costa & McCrae, 1992a; 
Schmitt, Allik, McCrae, & Benet-Martínez, 2007).  Other than the research context, the NEO   
PI-R has gained considerable popularity in clinical and personnel selection contexts, as empirical 
support for its utility in these areas grows.  
The use of structured personality assessment measures is valuable in that clear, tangible 
evidence of the psychological status of an individual is provided (Piedmont, 1998).  Personality 
assessment can provide information about an individual’s strengths and areas of weakness.  This 
has important implications for the use of personality assessment within a higher education 
context where one of the challenges is to identify and provide access to applicants with the 
potential to succeed in a particular programme.  As recognition for personality as an important 
variable in predicting academic success grows (Leverett-Main, 2004), one area where the NEO 
PI-R has potential value is as part of the admission and selection procedures used at higher 
education institutions.         
 
Admission and Selection of Master’s Psychology Applicants 
Master’s psychology programmes in the South African context are particularly demanding 
and competitive and there is limited place available for students to continue studying at this level.  
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Each year, psychology departments across South Africa are faced with the task of selecting the 
most suitable candidates to fill their Clinical, Counselling, Educational, and Industrial 
psychology master’s coursework programmes.  With limited work opportunities available for 
graduates with only a Psychology Honours degree or, the four-year undergraduate BPsych degree, 
a large number of psychology students opt to continue with a postgraduate master’s degree.  
Unfortunately, due to limited internship placements and resource and staffing constraints, space 
is restricted in these programmes.  With limited space available and high volumes of students 
applying for the programmes, psychology departments have had to become highly discriminative 
in their admissions decisions (van der Westhuyzen & Plug, 1987).  To this end, most universities 
make use of stringent screening and selection processes to select their master’s students.   
Reliable methodology to effectively screen and admit suitable master’s psychology students 
is essential not only to ensure high retention rates, but also to ensure the integrity of the 
profession of psychology itself.  These screening measures are intended to ensure that students 
are selected who are able to succeed both academically, and within the field as counsellors and 
therapists (Leverett-Main, 2004).  Degrees involving psychotherapy and counselling emphasize 
not only academic aptitude, but also professional and personal development (Smaby, Maddux, 
Richmond, Lepkowski, & Packman, 2005).   Students face multiple challenges at this level of 
education, including demanding coursework, internships, research requirements, a competitive 
environment, and personal and emotional development expectations.  One of the greatest 
challenges facing psychology departments is the development of effective admissions criteria and 
procedures for assessing master’s psychology applicants’ academic, communication, 
interpersonal, and basic counselling competency, and their ability to cope with the multiple 
demands of the programme (Ametrano & Stickell, 2001; Leverett-Main, 2004).  Getting this right 
is crucial in light of the current emphasis on individual constitutional rights, and institutional 
transparency and accountability.    
Identifying the variables which would predict such success as a psychologist-in-training has, 
however, been a difficult task. Master’s psychology selection committees have traditionally made 
use of multiple admissions criteria and assessment methods that operationalize these criteria.  
Admissions criteria vary widely across universities and can cover various areas of functioning 
including academic performance, relevant work or practical experience, research experience, 
active participation in the classroom, active involvement outside of the classroom (e.g., 
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community engagement activities), and personality.  These criteria have been operationalized in 
numerous ways, including through the use of academic records, interviews, letters of 
recommendation, referee reports, and personality profiles, among others.      
Historically, academic performance has carried the greatest weighting at most universities, 
supplemented by different combinations of various other non-cognitive criteria (Cerrai, 1997).  
However, various research studies have shown that academic success at an undergraduate level is 
not necessarily a good predictor of success at a postgraduate level (Abedi, 1991; House & 
Johnson, 1993).  Other factors such as creative and practical abilities and the ability to cope with 
and adjust to the stressors of a postgraduate lifestyle are also important predictors of success 
(Leverett-Main, 2004). Although academic criteria continue to be viewed as the most credible 
and important criteria (Cerrai, 1997; Chernyshencko & Ones, 1999), literature reveals that they 
do not consistently predict success for psychology students (Leverett-Main, 2004).  A possible 
reason for this is that academic criteria fail to measure an individual’s ability to adjust and cope 
with the multiple demands of the master’s psychology programme, and the ability, knowledge, 
personal, and interpersonal skills particularly related to counselling and therapy. 
One non-cognitive factor which is receiving more and more attention as a predictor of success 
at a higher education level is personality.  Research suggests that this variable holds promise as a 
potentially useful tool within the selection of postgraduate university students (O’Connor & 
Paunonen, in press).  With a general consensus that personality is an essential factor in 
distinguishing between more and less effective therapists within the field of psychology 
(Chippindall & Watts, 1999; Wheeler, 2000), personality assessment has long been recognized as 
having value and a place in the process of selecting master’s psychology students.   
Although the use of personality characteristics for the selection of students has been a 
somewhat controversial topic over the years, when used in a responsible and ethical manner, 
personality assessment has merit.  Not only has it been associated with academic achievement 
(Busato, Prins, Elshout, & Hamaker, 2000), but it captures the fundamental aspects of an 
individual’s functioning, thus facilitating a broad understanding of the individual and their 
psychosocial context (Piedmont, 1998).  Personality assessment therefore has the potential to 
contribute to the prediction of academic success, as well as fill in the gaps where academic 
criteria fail.  The five factors of the FFM have already been linked to academic performance, 
particularly the traits of Neuroticism (Sanchez-Marin, Rejano-Infante, & Rodriguez-Troyano, 
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2001), Extraversion (Furnham & Medhurst, 1995; Sanchez-Marin et al., 2001) Openness to 
Experience (Blickle, 1996), and Conscientiousness (Blickle, 1996; Busato et al., 2000; Costa & 
McCrae, 1992a).         
In order to aid the selection of suitable applicants for the master’s psychology programme, 
some sort of personality assessment is commonly included as part of the screening and selection 
procedures.  The Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory 2 (MMPI-2) has been found to be 
a valuable additional tool in predicting the suitability of applicants for postgraduate psychology 
programmes (Ault, 2001; Belter & Piotrowski, 1999).  Although less research has been 
conducted on the use of the NEO PI-R in this context, its effective application in personnel 
selection contexts suggests that it may also have value as a screening measure for master’s 
psychology applicants. 
The Psychology Department at the higher education institution utilized in this study receives 
more than 200 applications a year for its master’s psychology programme that leads to 
registration with the Professional Board of Psychology in South Africa.  With large numbers of 
applicants and less than 20 places available each year, the department is forced to employ a 
thorough, objective, and transparent selection procedure (“Selection Criteria,” n.d.).  Two 
personality assessment measures are utilized in the screening process, namely the MMPI-2, and 
the NEO PI-R.  While some research has been conducted on the use of the MMPI-2 in this 
context (Lunt, 2005), no research has as of yet been conducted on the NEO PI-R at this particular 
institution.  This served as the initial motivation for undertaking the present study.  
 
Motivation for the Study 
A literature search raised a number of important issues related to master’s psychology 
applicants and the screening and selection procedures employed to admit these applicants into 
master’s programmes.  Some of these issues served as the underlying motivation for this study. 
Firstly, although personality is deemed to be an important variable in the selection process of 
master’s psychology applicants, few studies to date have been published on the personality 
characteristics of short-listed psychology master’s applicants, particularly in the South African 
context.  A literature search of South African databases, found only one such study in the South 
African context, conducted by Lunt (2005), exploring the personality profiles of psychology 
master’s students using the MMPI-2.  Craig and Olsen (1992) assert that despite the continued 
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demand for admission to psychology programmes, research regarding the type of learner who 
chooses to enter a psychology programme is still lacking.  The study was therefore viewed as 
contributing to knowledge about the personality of short-listed psychology master’s applicants, as 
well as to the field of personology.  Furthermore, understanding the type of students applying for 
master’s psychology courses could be of potential value to the evaluation and refinement of 
selection procedures.    
Secondly, the assessment of personality for selection purposes, particularly in an educational 
context, remains a contentiousness issue.  Critics of personality assessment argue that tests do not 
always measure what they say they do (Manktelow & Lewis, 2005), they are subject to faking 
(Ballenger, Caldwell-Andrews, & Baer, 2001), and that they may be biased against some 
population groups (Foxcroft, Roodt, & Abrahams, 2001).  Furthermore, a study by Cerrai (1997) 
using 10 South African universities revealed that few universities make use of psychometric 
testing (although personality may be assessed in a less formal manner).  One university even 
reported that they found the psychometric test used, the 16 Personality Factor Questionnaire 
(16PF), to be of little value (Cerrai, 1997).  International literature also revealed conflicting 
results regarding the usefulness of psychometric tests to evaluate personality characteristics 
(Daehnert & Carter, 1987).  Investigating the usefulness of the NEO PI-R in the selection 
procedures for master’s psychology students at a higher education institution, the study was seen 
to contribute to the continuing debate regarding the use of psychometric measures for selection 
purposes.   
In addition, no studies making use of the NEO PI-R as a measure for such an assessment 
context could be found.  Only one study investigating the personality profiles of South African 
university students in general, using the NEO PI-R as an assessment measure, was found 
(Heuchert, Parker, Stumpf, & Myburgh, 2000).  With growing acceptance by personality 
researchers of the Big Five factor structure (Digman, 1990), and the lack of research regarding 
short-listed master’s psychology applicants in the South African context, the present study was 
deemed to be a valuable area of study.  Furthermore, although the participating Psychology 
Department uses two personality assessment measures in the selection procedures for short-listed 
psychology master’s applicants, only one of the measures, the MMPI-2, has been researched 
(Lunt, 2005).  This study was therefore seen as building on the research by Lunt (2005), using a 
similar sample, but a different personality measure.   
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Finally, concerns have been raised about the selection procedures and admissions criteria 
employed by psychology departments at South African higher education institutions in the 
selection of master’s psychology students (Cerrai, 1997; Louw & Fouché, 2001).  In particular, 
the selection process has been criticized for its ambiguous and subjective nature, and, for using 
criteria and screening methods that lack validity and reliability (Cerrai, 1997).  A literature search 
on South African databases revealed that few recent studies have been conducted on the 
admission and selection criteria and procedures used for master’s psychology applicants.  This 
suggests that these procedures continue with little critical evaluation and few changes.  By 
investigating one particular aspect of the selection procedure, namely personality assessment, the 
present study can be seen as contributing to information that would be important and useful in the 
evaluation and possible refinement of the selection procedures at the higher education institution 
utilized in the study.  In light of the current university quality audits undertaken by the Higher 
Education Quality Committee (HEQC), and the fact that the higher education institution in 
question was in the process of preparing for such an audit, this study was judged to be of value to 
the Psychology Department utilized in the study.   
From the above discussion it is clear that international, national and local factors related to 
personality assessment and higher education selection procedures all played a role in providing 
the motivation to conduct this study.  In an effort to address some of these challenges presented, 
the following section attempts to provide some focus to the present study and briefly outlines the 
purpose of the study.     
 
Purpose of the Study 
The study aimed to explore and describe the patterns of personality characteristics of a group 
of short-listed applicants for the master’s psychology programme at a higher education institution 
in South Africa, in an effort to explore the use of NEO PI-R profiles in the selection of master’s 
psychology applicants.  The NEO PI-R was utilized as the personality assessment measure of 
choice.  More specifically, the study attempted to identify personality typologies within this 
group of participants and describe these according to the five global domains of the NEO PI-R.  
Furthermore, the study also attempted to determine the relationship between the personality 
typologies identified and the participants’ biographical variables as well as the outcome of their 
application.   
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It was intended that the findings would contribute to building knowledge about the 
personality profiles of short-listed master’s psychology applicants, and thus contribute to the 
refinement of master’s psychology selection procedures as well as to the field of personology in 
general.  It was also hoped that findings would contribute to research into the use of personality 
assessment, and more particularly, the use of the NEO PI-R, as a postgraduate selection tool in 
the South African context.     
 
Chapter Organization 
This treatise is organized into seven chapters, the first of which consists of an introduction 
and orientation to the study.  Chapters Two and Three review the relevant literature related to the 
study.  In particular, Chapter Two provides a general overview of personality as a construct and 
briefly discusses different models and methods used to conceptualize personality.  The chapter 
pays specific attention to the trait theories of personality, and the FFM in particular.  Chapter 
Three covers the use of personality assessment within the context of selection procedures for 
higher education degrees, with an emphasis on master’s psychology selection.  The chapter is 
organized into two main sections, with the first part focusing on personality assessment and the 
use of the NEO PI-R as an assessment tool, and the second part discussing issues related to 
selection and admission in postgraduate university programmes and the master’s psychology 
programme.  The research design and methodology employed in the study is outlined in Chapter 
Four, while the results and a detailed discussion thereof are covered in Chapter Five.  Finally, 
Chapter Six concludes the study by highlighting the conclusions drawn from the results of the 
study, as well as the value and limitations of the study, and further recommendations for future 
research. 
 
Conclusion 
Chapter One has provided a brief introduction to the present study, placing it within the 
theoretical orientation of trait psychology as applied to the higher education context.  The 
motivation for the study and the purposes of the study were highlighted, and an outline of the 
remaining chapters presented.  The following chapter marks the beginning of the literature review 
and addresses the various personality psychology theories, with a special emphasis on trait 
psychology theories.   
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CHAPTER TWO 
PERSONALITY PSYCHOLOGY: A TRAIT PSYCHOLOGY PERSPECTIVE 
 
Chapter Preview 
An overview of the field of personality revealed many different perspectives on personality 
that have been developed and used over time.  The aim of this chapter is to introduce the topic of 
personality psychology broadly before focusing on the trait psychology perspective and the 
related models and theories relevant to this study.  The construct of personality will be discussed 
and distinguished from other similar concepts such as character and temperament before 
introducing the broad dispositional approach to psychology and the primary focus of the chapter, 
the trait psychology approach.  The remainder of the chapter deals with the trait approach to 
psychology and introduces a number of personality trait theories before dealing exclusively with 
the Five-Factor Model (FFM) and the resulting Five-Factor Theory (FFT) of personality.  The 
chapter concludes with a brief discussion on views about personality in adulthood.   
 
An Introduction to Personality Psychology 
Modern day psychology is a diverse field which comprises many different specialized areas, 
one of which is the study of personality, or, Personology.  This area of specialty focuses on 
individual characteristics and the differences between people, and seeks to synthesize the many 
processes that influence a person’s interaction with their environment in an effort to provide an 
integrated account of the person as a whole (Meyer et al., 1997; Phares & Trull, 1992).  
According to Liebert and Spiegler (1998), personality psychology refers to the study of the 
functioning of the individual in all its aspects.  Personality psychology has one of the longest 
histories within the discipline of psychology (Merenda, 1999).   
The first half of the twentieth century was characterized by “grand theories” of personality, 
which attempted to provide a comprehensive view of personality with all its diverse aspects 
(Mischel, Shoda, & Smith, 2004). Hall, Lindzey, and Campbell (1998) traced the developments 
of personality psychology within the last century by classifying the sources of influences on 
personality into five categories.  These influences or traditions include the clinical observation 
tradition, the Gestalt tradition, experimental psychology and learning theory, the psychometric 
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tradition and the field of genetics and physiology.  Individuals within these different traditions 
contributed to fundamental ideas still embedded in personality psychology today.   
Pioneers in the clinical observation tradition such as Charcot and Janet, Freud, Jung, and 
McDougall, are viewed as forerunners in determining the nature of personality theory.  In the 
early 1900s Freud developed one of the first comprehensive theories of personality, upsetting the 
dominant and rational view of human nature at that time.  Individuals within the Gestalt tradition 
and William Stern contributed to the view that personality theory should focus on the unity of 
behaviour, rather than the disjointed study of elements or parts of behaviour.  Experimental 
psychology and learning theory encouraged a more scientific approach to personality theory by 
emphasizing controlled, empirical research, and contributed to the nature of theory construction.  
Individuals who made significant contributions within the experimental tradition include 
Helmholtz, Pavlov, Thorndike, Watson, and Wundt.  The psychometric tradition brought about a 
movement towards the study of individual differences enabling the measurement of dimensions 
of behaviour, and was furthered by individuals such as Cattell and Eysenck.  Finally, the field of 
genetics and physiology has influenced attempts to identify and describe personality 
characteristics (Hall et al., 1998).   
The study of personality as such, was only formalized in the mid-1930s (Pervin, 1990).  The 
1930s and 1940s saw developments in learning theory and the factor analytic approach and the 
introduction of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI), all of which 
contributed to personality psychology (Pervin, 1990).   
Although the field continued to grow in the 1950s; a time characterized by greater 
sophistication in approaches to theory, assessment and research, various controversies were also 
raised during this period resulting in the start of many difficulties for personality psychology.  
The validity and reliability of questionnaire instruments were questioned, and a lack of 
uniformity in methods of measurement for significant constructs created incomparable results and 
confusion.  Furthermore, continually changing mini-theories, topics of research, and personality 
measures, made replication studies and systematic investigations of a particular problem difficult 
(Pervin, 1990).   
Carlson (1975) is of the opinion that personology all but disappeared in the 1960s and 1970s.  
During this time, traditional personality theory was heavily critiqued (Pervin, 1990).  Although 
trait researchers continued to investigate the building blocks of personality and their hereditary 
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components, the field continued in its crisis as questions were raised about cross-situational 
consistency of behaviour (Mischel, 1968), the validity of trait measures (Fiske, 1974), and the 
objective reality of traits themselves (Shweder, 1975, cited in McCrae & Costa, 2003).   
However, despite these earlier difficulties, McCrae and Costa (2003) refer to a renaissance of 
personality psychology over the last 30 years, and highlight major advances in conceptualization, 
description, measurement, and theoretical frameworks, which have increased order and 
understanding, particularly in the area of trait theory.  Despite chaos, crisis, and conflicting views 
of personality over the last century, the new millennium has brought renewed focus to an 
integrated view of personality.   
In summary, personality psychology is a wide-ranging field that deals primarily with normal 
personality. As the study of personality continues to evolve it continues to have far reaching 
effects influencing many areas of modern psychology.   
 
Defining Personality, Character and Temperament 
Personality is a psychological concept that carries multiple meanings.  The term “personality” 
may be used to describe the social dimension of an individual’s functioning, general behaviour 
patterns, human nature, or individual differences.  There are currently different views on the 
precise definition of personality, depending on the psychological orientation used.  A literature 
survey conducted by Allport in 1937 revealed almost fifty different definitions (cited in Hall et al., 
1998).  Kluckholm and Murray maintain that personality can be analyzed at three different levels 
whereby every human being is, in certain respects, (1) like all others, (2) like some others, and (3) 
like no others (cited in Larsen & Buss, 2005).  The first level describes human nature in general 
and includes the fundamental psychological mechanisms characteristic of all humans.  Larsen and 
Buss (2005) also refer to this level as the level of universals.  The second level of personality 
analysis focuses on individual and group differences and is sometimes referred to by Larsen and 
Buss (2005) as the level of particulars, while the third level of analysis pertains to individual 
uniqueness.   
Different personality psychologists have focused on different levels of analysis.  Although 
analysis at each of these levels will most likely produce a different definition of personality, each 
of the levels also contributes in a valuable way to the total understanding of the nature of 
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personality (Larsen & Buss, 2005). The diversity of definitions used is reflected in the various 
different accounts of personality provided next. 
Allport (cited in Meyer et al., 1997, chap. 13) defines personality as “the dynamic 
organization within the individual of those psychophysical systems that determine his 
characteristic behavior and thought” (p. 405).  A more recent definition provided by Meyer et al. 
(1997) takes this definition a little further, describing personality as being relatively stable and 
including physical, psychological and spiritual characteristics which interact with the situation to 
influence and determine behaviour.  Pervin and John (2001) define personality by referring 
vaguely to ‘those characteristics’ of a person that can account for people’s patterns of feeling, 
thinking and behaving.  Mayer (2005) describes personality as a global system that incorporates 
smaller subsystems, and defines it as “the organized developing system within the individual that 
represents the collective action of his or her motivational, emotional, cognitive, social-planning, 
and other psychological subsystems” (p. 296).   
This study gives particular importance to the concepts of psychological traits and the 
individual.  For this reason, the following definition by Larsen and Buss (2005) is highlighted as 
the definition of choice: “Personality is the set of psychological traits and mechanisms within the 
individual that are organized and relatively enduring and that influence his or her interactions 
with, and adaptations to, the intrapsychic, physical, and social environments” (p. 4).   
Regardless of the definition used, most theorists would agree that personality includes 
hereditary, environmental, and maturational contributions (Vane & Guarnaccia, 1989).  However, 
the relative contribution of each factor is still a source of disagreement.  In an effort to further 
clarify the construct of personality, the concepts of character and temperament are considered 
next. 
Although personality, temperament, and character are often used interchangeably in some 
literature, these are separate terms.  Personality is the broadest of these terms and encompasses 
the latter two.     
As in the construct of personality, exact agreement on the concept of temperament is also 
lacking.  Factors included in the systems describing temperament differ in nature as well as 
terminology used.  Another point of contention in defining temperament is the role of 
hereditability.  Buss and Plomin (1975, 1984) define temperament as traits occurring in early 
childhood (present and observable by the age of two years) that have a strong biological basis.  
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Millon and Everly (1985) also emphasize the biological nature of temperament and refer to it as 
the biological materials making up the foundation from which personality will eventually emerge.  
On the other hand, Rothbart and Derrberry (1981) employ a developmental perspective in their 
description, defining temperament as constitutional differences in reactivity and self-regulation, 
which are impacted on over time by heredity, maturation, and experiences in life.  In a more 
recent definition, Meyer et al. (1997) describe it as referring specifically to people’s emotions and 
the way in which they will express and deal with them.   
The term “character” also has a narrower focus than personality and refers to only those 
aspects of the personality involving a person’s values, and their ability to behave in congruence 
with these values (Meyer et al., 1997).  Character is therefore a socially constructed concept and 
develops over time.   
In summary, personality refers to the broad overarching construct that includes the more 
specific concepts of temperament and character.  Furthermore, temperament is distinguished from 
character by its more biological basis and enduring nature. 
 
A Theoretical Framework for Understanding Personality 
An overview of literature concerning theories of personality revealed a multitude of theories, 
models and frameworks, further complicated by a lack of consensus on which theory is correct or 
even best.  In an effort to provide some order within the field, various systems have been used to 
organize personality theories.  According to Mayer (2005), personality is too complex to study in 
its entirety, and despite apparent irreconcilable differences created through divisions, such 
divisions promote the study of personality. Various different systems have been proposed over 
the years, some of which are discussed next.    
Liebert and Spiegler (1998) propose four conceptual strategies to formulate personality, 
including the psychoanalytical strategy, the phenomenological strategy, the behavioural strategy 
and the dispositional strategy.  Another system proposed by Mischel et al. (2004) takes the 
aforementioned strategies and breaks them down further into six levels, which they have named 
the psychodynamic-motivational level, phenomenological level, behavioural-conditioning level, 
trait-dispositional level, social cognitive level, and the biological level.  In an effort to create an 
integrated account of personality, Larsen and Buss (2005) propose that personality be viewed 
according to six different domains of knowledge regarding human nature.  They define a domain 
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of knowledge as “a specialty area of science and scholarship, in which psychologists have 
focused on learning about some specific and limited aspects of human nature” (p. 14).  Their 
proposed six domains of knowledge for personality include the intrapsychic domain, the 
cognitive-experiential domain, the dispositional domain, the social and cultural domain, the 
biological domain, and the adjustment domain.  Generally, these systems classify personality 
theories in a similar way, with small differences in the labeling of each of the classifications, and 
additional classifications to the more recent systems reflecting developments made in the field.     
Common across all systems are separate classifications for psychodynamic, 
phenomenological, behavioural and dispositional theories.  These classifications represent some 
of the earliest personality theories developed.  The systems proposed by Mischel et al. (2004) and 
Larsen and Buss (2005) also include classifications for cognitive theories, and the more recent 
biological approach to personality.  Larsen and Buss (2005) have two classifications that are 
slightly different to the other proposed systems, the social and cultural domain and the 
adjustment domain.      
The classifications that hold the psychodynamic theories are dominated by theories 
originating from the work of Sigmund Freud, and include theorists such as Sigmund Freud, Erik 
Erikson, Eric Fromm, Karen Horney and Harry Sullivan (Louw & Edwards, 1993).  These 
theories are concerned with intrapsychic events and probe motivations, conflicts, and defense 
mechanisms.   
Phenomenological theories are concerned with the nature of subjective experience and the 
idea that an individual’s reality is determined by their perception.  Well-known theorists include 
Carl Rogers, Abraham Maslow, and George Kelly (Meyer et al., 1997). 
Cognitive theories, categorized in the social cognitive level and the cognitive-experiential 
domain emphasize characteristic ways of thinking and processing information, on a cognitive and 
emotional level, and include the study of conscious thoughts, feelings, beliefs, and desires about 
self and others (Larsen & Buss, 2005).  They are concerned with the impact of cognitive 
processes on patterns of experience and social behavior (Mischel et al., 2004).   
In contrast, behavioural theories are primarily concerned with objective and observable 
behaviour. According to Liebert and Spiegler (1982), behaviour psychologists view personality 
as “the summation and organization of an individual’s behavior” (p. 417).  These theorists seek to 
understand specific patterns of behaviour that characterize individuals, as well as the conditions 
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that regulate these behaviours (Mischel et al., 2004).  Well-known theorists from the behavioural 
approach include John Watson, Burrhus Skinner, and Albert Bandura (Meyer et al., 1997).   
The dispositional approach to personality emphasizes enduring, stable individual differences 
and traits (which are either inherent or developed over time) as they relate to personality.  
Theories from the dispositional approach to personality are particularly relevant to the present 
study, and will be discussed in greater detail later in this chapter.   
The biological approach to personality views individuals as a collection of biological systems 
that form the foundation for personality and determine the role of genetics and the environment in 
the shaping of personality (Larsen & Buss, 2005).  
Larsen and Buss (2005) have two classifications that are slightly different to the other 
proposed systems.   Their social and cultural domain studies personality within a group context 
and investigates how different cultures might determine the manifestation of certain facets of 
personality (Larsen & Buss, 2005).  They also include the adjustment domain, which explores the 
influence of personality on individuals’ abilities to cope, adapt and adjust to life as it occurs on a 
daily basis.      
Regardless of the system used to organize personality and personality theories, the study of 
dispositions and traits remains one of the common elements across each of these systems.  
McCrae and Costa (2003) go as far as to postulate the psychology of traits, which emphasizes 
individual differences, as a fourth school of psychology.  They hold that each of the other schools 
incorporates the trait model to some extent as each school attempts to account for at least some 
individual differences.   Following, is a brief overview of the dispositional approach to 
personality, including an introduction to trait and type theories.    
 
The Dispositional Approach 
The dispositional approach is one of the longest standing and most enduring approaches to 
personality and, in essence, seeks to classify or characterize people according to different 
psychological characteristics, or traits.  This approach is based on three core assumptions 
including the idea that dispositions (1) are relatively stable and enduring, and reside within the 
individual; (2) have a degree of consistency and generality; and (3) differ across people (Liebert 
& Spiegler, 1998).  The term disposition refers to an internal tendency to behave in a certain way 
(Larsen & Buss, 2005).  Dispositions are therefore described as higher-order abstractions or 
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general modes of functioning that may manifest in different behavioural expressions depending 
on maturation and development (Liebert & Spiegler, 1998).  The dispositional approach includes 
both trait and type theories, of which the former is particularly important to this research project.   
Type theories provide one of the oldest classification systems for identifying people 
according to different categories or types.  Type theorists focus on identifying a smaller number 
of typical disposition clusters (types) that occur frequently, and classifying individuals into one or 
more categories.  Typologies therefore assume discontinuous categories.  However, the simplicity 
which increases the appeal of these theories also reduces their value (Briscoe, 2002).  The 
complexity of human behaviour is simply not acknowledged by assigning individuals to only one 
slot or type, thus making space for another set of theories – trait theories.    
In contrast to type theorists, trait theorists focus on a large number of limited components of 
personality (traits) and on the degree of the personality characteristic exhibited. Trait theory is a 
view of the world that sees the essence of human nature in individual differences (McCrae & 
John, 1992).  Trait theorists explore, describe, and classify people according to the traits they are 
seen to possess.  Trait theorists are concerned with three fundamental areas of importance, 
including (a) the conceptualization of traits, (b) the identification of the most important traits, and 
(c) the formulation of a comprehensive taxonomy of traits (Larsen & Buss, 2005).   
In summary, the dispositional approach is one of the oldest approaches to personality and 
includes both type and trait theories.  It emphasizes measurement and the use of quantitative 
measurement techniques for assessing and studying personality types and traits (Larsen & Buss, 
2005).  This type of measurement allows for the approach to be applied in various different 
settings where the prediction of behaviour is used to make important decisions, such as selection, 
for instance.  The remainder of the chapter will focus on the trait approach to personality.   
 
A Trait Approach to Personality 
Historically, trait models have been viewed as the by-products of personality hypothesizing 
(McCrae & Costa, 2003).  However, McCrae and Costa (2003) believe that trait models of 
personality deserve greater acknowledgement as not only are they compatible with a wide variety 
of theoretical approaches, but they have also formed the basis for most personality research.  
McCrae and Costa (2003) propose that rather than viewing traits as secondary to personality 
issues, it is possible to begin with traits and build up a theory of the personality as a whole.  
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Through this view, Costa and McCrae (1994) developed what they refer to as the Five-Factor 
Theory (FFT) of personality.  However, before this trait theory can be further explored it is 
necessary to first define a trait and to broadly introduce different types of systems within the trait 
approach to psychology. 
 
Defining Traits 
Within trait psychology, the personality trait is considered to be the primary level of analysis, 
and is therefore the point of focus.  Broad descriptions of traits are categorized according to two 
different formulations, namely, traits as internal causal properties versus traits as descriptive 
summaries.  The first formulation views traits as properties residing within an individual, carried 
from one situation to the next, that cause people to behave in a particular manner.  Within this 
view, traits determine individual tendencies towards emotions, thoughts, and behaviours and are 
viewed as the primary cause for these.  The alternative formulation defines traits simply as 
descriptive summaries of attributes of individuals, without making assumptions about internality 
or causality.  Any specific trait is merely a word which sums up the typical tendencies of an 
individual (Hartmann, 2006).  Some definitions of traits are provided next.  
One definition which greatly influenced research on personality structure is that provided by 
Allport and Odbert (1936), which defines traits as “generalized and personalized determining 
tendencies – consistent and stable modes of an individual’s adjustment to his environment” (p.38).  
This definition views traits as relatively stable, internal, and causal tendencies.  A similar, but 
more recent definition is provided by McAdams (2006), which holds that in general, traits can be 
conceived as internal dispositions that are relatively stable over time and across situations.  
Conley writes that “personality traits constitute very generalized behavior patterns in response to 
emotional tendencies” (cited in McAdams, 2006, p.115).  Finally, McCrae and Costa (2003) refer 
to traits as “dimensions of individual differences in tendencies to show consistent patterns of 
thoughts, feelings and actions” (p. 25).   
Within the dispositional approach, traits are regarded as the basic building blocks of 
personality (Larsen & Buss, 2005).  It is clear that many of these definitions of traits hold similar 
core assumptions about the nature of traits.  Some of these assumptions will be explored further 
in the following section as the basic principles of trait psychology are briefly outlined. 
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Basic Principles of Trait Psychology 
Regardless of the definition used, there are a few basic principles which encompass traits as 
they are viewed today.  These basic principles provide some guidelines as to what traits look like 
and how they can be recognized.   
Firstly, traits are typically understood as a continuum ranging from a high prevalence of that 
trait to a lower prevalence of the trait exhibited within a person.  This is what McCrae and Costa 
(2003) refer to in their definition as “dimensions of individual differences” (p. 25).  This means 
that people can be ordered according to the degree to which they exhibit the trait.  All traits are 
found in varying degrees in all people, with most people exhibiting intermediate degrees of traits, 
with a few at each extreme. The greater the degree of the trait held by an individual, the greater 
their disposition towards exhibiting the trait-related behaviour, and the greater the intensity with 
which they act and react in relevant situations (McCrae & Costa, 2003).   
Various definitions also refer to traits as tendencies, thereby emphasizing them as 
dispositions rather than as absolute determinants.  This view therefore takes into account the 
multitude of additional factors that play a role in shaping the choice of any specific act, word, or 
emotional reaction.  This is an important assumption within trait psychology today, as the 
approach was heavily criticized in the 1960s for neglecting the influence of situational variables 
on shaping feelings and behaviours, almost leading to its complete demise (Pervin, 1990).   
A third assumption within trait psychology deals with the breadth and generality of traits, and 
most trait theorists tend to differentiate between relatively superficial traits and the more basic 
underlying traits. Important here, is to distinguish traits from habits and motives (McCrae & 
Costa, 2003).   
Trait theories also assume that traits are stable and enduring meaning that there is a degree of 
consistency in personality over time, as well as consistency across situations.  Despite earlier 
research providing little evidence to support the idea of stability of personality (Mischel, 1968; 
Peterson, 1968) and stability across situations (Mischel, 1968), research efforts in this area have 
resulted in new arguments for the consistency principle (Costa & McCrae, 1988; Costa & 
McCrae, 1994; Robins, Fraley, Roberts, & Trzesniewski, 2001). 
Finally, traits are also generally viewed as additive and independent, and combine to form 
different trait profiles (McAdams, 2006).  Differences in these personality characteristics 
therefore predispose individuals to behave differently from one another.      
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In summation, traits are generalized, relatively stable and enduring tendencies that are 
reflected along a continuum.  They reflect broad individual differences in socio-emotional 
functioning (McAdams, 2006).  However, with thousands of potential traits, a critical question 
within the trait approach centres around the identification and organization of these traits.  There 
are various theories and models that have identified and organized traits in an effort to explain 
personality.  Some of these are discussed next.    
 
Trait Systems of Personality 
Several trait systems have been proposed over the years, many of which have specifically 
developed personality inventories, thereby enabling simultaneous measurement of all the traits in 
the proposed system (McCrae & Costa, 2003).  These trait systems range from two- or three-
dimensional systems, to five- and even seven-dimensional systems.  Brief descriptions of some of 
these systems are provided next.   
 
Two- or Three-Dimensional Systems     
Eysenck’s hierarchical model of personality provides a three-dimensional system for 
personality that includes the dimensions Extraversion-Introversion (E), Neuroticism (N) or 
emotional instability versus stability, and Psychoticism (P), or tough-minded antisocial and 
psychotic traits versus socialized humaneness.  The model is based on a hierarchical structure, 
whereby each of the three broad traits sits at the top of the hierarchy and subsumes a number of 
narrow traits.  Although this model of personality contains some admirable qualities, it has also 
been criticized for excluding important traits (Larsen & Buss, 2005).  Some researchers have 
used Eysenck’s model as a base from which to develop their own two- or three-dimension 
models.  
Jeffrey Gray used Eysenck’s basic dimensions of personality as co-ordinates to develop his 
own dimensions of personality.  Gray uses combinations of Eysenck’s dimensions, with his own 
dimensions lying between the dimensions of Eysenck’s system.  Gray includes in his system the 
dimensions of Anxiety-Psychopathy, Impulsivity and Fight-Flight (cited in Zuckerman, 2005). 
Another three-factor model, proposed by Tellegen, has three primary factors each with 
additional facet scales, which have been named: 
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• Positive Emotionality (PE): Well-being, Social Potency, Social Closeness, and 
Achievement 
• Negative Emotionality (NE): Stress Reaction, Alienation, and Aggression 
• Constraint: Control, Harm Avoidance, and Traditionalism 
This model was recently expanded to a four-factor model, in which the PE factor was divided 
into PE agenic type (PEM-A) and PE communal type (PEM-C). Both types include Well-being 
and Social Potency, but PEM-A is characterized by Achievement and Absorption, while PEM-C 
is defined by Social Closeness (Zuckerman, 2005).  
Cloninger also developed a three-dimensional trait model which he later expanded to a seven-
factor model.  This system was established with the aim of tying personality to basic dimensions 
of psychopathology.  Cloninger first identified three basic personality traits including Novelty 
Seeking, Harm Avoidance, and Reward Dependence, which Cloninger, Svrakic, and  Przybeck 
(1993) later expanded to include seven major traits each with their own sub-traits (cited in 
Zuckerman, 2005).  The seven major traits include Novelty Seeking (NS), Harm Avoidance (HA), 
Reward Dependence (RD), Self-Directedness (SD), Cooperativeness (C), and Self-transcendence 
(ST) (Zuckerman, 2005).   
Finally, Costa and McCrae developed a three-factor model of personality after analyzing 
16PF data from a study of aging (McCrae & Costa, 2003).  Two of the three dimensions 
identified were so similar to the Neuroticism and Extraversion dimensions of Eysenck that they 
adopted the same names, and included Openness to Experience as a third dimension.  The 
resulting acronym, NEO, is now synonymous with these two researchers.  They later expanded 
their three-factor model to a hierarchical five-factor model, defining each of the five factors in 
terms of six sub-traits.  This five-factor model is the chosen model for the present study and will 
be described in more detail at a later stage.  
For a more detailed account of these trait systems, readers can refer to Zuckerman (2005). In 
contrast to these smaller systems of personality, Cattell, a contemporary of Eysenck’s, produced a 
more inclusive taxonomy of personality which is discussed next.            
 
Cattell’s Taxonomy: The 16 Personality Factor System 
Cattell views personality as a complex and differentiated structure of traits (Hall et al., 1998).  
Using factor analysis he sought to identify general personality traits represented across three 
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different types of data including the life record (L-data), the self-rating questionnaire (Q-data), 
and the objective test (T-data).  Cattell identified 16 traits that he believed represent the structure 
of personality.  These traits are measured by the Sixteen Personality Factor Test (16PF).   
Cattell’s taxonomy is one of the largest in terms of the number of factors identified as basic 
traits (Larsen & Buss, 2005).  Although he has played an important role in developing a strong 
empirical strategy for identifying the basic personality dimensions and in shaping the trait 
approach to personality, his 16PF model has been criticized on various grounds (Larsen & Buss, 
2005).  Despite these criticisms, however, the 16 PF Test remains a popular measure for 
personality assessment.  Additionally, it was through Cattell’s work that the so-called Big Five 
were eventually identified.  For a more detailed account of Cattell’s taxonomy, readers can refer 
to Hall et al. (1998). 
 
Five-Dimensional Systems 
There are also various versions of five-dimensional systems, including Goldberg’s Big Five, 
Costa and McCrae’s Five-Factor Model (FFM), and Zuckerman’s Alternative Five.  Two of the 
most commonly referred to five-dimensional systems are the Big Five and the Five-Factor Model 
(FFM).  The terms, Big Five and FFM, are often used inter-changeably, despite a few slight 
differences.  Although the personality traits identified by Costa and McCrae are almost identical 
to those proposed by Goldberg, differences appear in the accepted nomenclature of these five 
dimensions and in the slightly different order in which they are represented in the two different 
models (Larsen & Buss, 2005).  A brief description of the various five-dimensional systems is 
given next.  Readers can refer to Zuckerman (2005) for a more detailed account of these trait 
systems.       
The Big Five is a conceptual framework coined by Goldberg that is based in the lexical 
approach and relates to the categorical summary view of traits.  More specifically, the Big Five 
refers to five factors that Goldberg (1990) termed (1) Surgency or Extraversion, (2) 
Agreeableness, (3) Conscientiousness, (4) Emotional Stability, and (5) Intellect or Imagination. 
With their roots in the lexical tradition, the five factors were initially conceptualized simply as 
dimensions of trait descriptions (John, Angleitner, & Ostendorf, 1988).   
In contrast to the Big Five conceptualization, the five major factors of the FFM are 
conceptualized from a non-lexical tradition, or a causal dispositional view.  The FFM is based in 
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questionnaire studies and structures personality in a hierarchical manner according to five global 
domains or factors that characterize individual differences.   Within this view, the five factors are 
called (1) Neuroticism, (2) Extraversion, (3) Openness to Experience, (4) Agreeableness, and (5) 
Conscientiousness (Digman, 1990; McCrae & John, 1992).  
The final system discussed, the Alternative Five, constitutes five scales including Impulse 
Sensation Seeking (ImpSS), Neuroticism-Anxiety (N-Anx), Aggression-Hostility (Agg-Hos), 
Sociability, and Activity.  The Alternative Five, has some similarities with the FFM in that some 
of Costa and McCrae’s facets from the Extraversion and Neuroticism domains are included as 
basic factors in the Alternative Five. However, major differences appear in disagreement over 
which traits are considered basic and which are considered major, and in the location of sub-traits 
within the major traits.  Another major difference is found in the fifth factor, which differs 
completely in each system (Zuckerman, 2005).     
In summary, despite numerous models and trait systems within trait psychology, the FFM has 
received the greatest amount of attention and support from personality researchers over the last 
two decades (Larsen & Buss, 2005).  This study will make use of the FFM of personality as the 
underpinning theoretical model of personality structure.  A detailed description of the FFM now 
follows.  
 
The Five-Factor Model of Personality 
There is growing acceptance by personality researchers of the five-factor structure of 
personality.  The FFM has proven to be robust against scrutinized empirical testing and is thought 
to provide a super-model for understanding personality.  Through the use of complementary 
experimental and differential methods for investigating personality, the FFM is able to describe 
and explain personality as it pertains to all people, while simultaneously providing an explanation 
for individual differences (Hartmann, 2006).  This five-dimensional taxonomy of personality 
traits has accrued both persuasive advocates (John, 1990; McCrae & Costa, 2003; McCrae & 
John, 1992; Saucier & Goldberg, 1996) and strong critics (Block, 1995; Eysenck, 1992; 
McAdams, 1992).  Hartmann (2006) argues that the vast amount of literature supporting the 
psychometric foundation, biological basis, and practical implications of the model testifies to its 
potential to act as a framework for further research in other domains in the area of personality.   
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The Discovery and Development of the Five-Factor Model of Personality 
The FFM, originally rooted in the lexical approach, dates back to analysis that first began 
with a list of personality-descriptive terms derived from the English language (Oakes, 2003). 
Originally, Galten (1884) consulted a dictionary as a way of identifying the number of 
personality-descriptive terms in the lexicon and appreciating the extent to which trait terms share 
aspects of their meaning (cited in Goldberg, 1993).  Following from Galten’s work, various 
psychologists, including Klages (1926), Baumgarten (1933), and Allport and Odbert (1936), 
turned to the natural language as a source of attributes for a scientific taxonomy (cited in John & 
Srivastava, 1999).  According to John and Srivastava (1999), psycholexical studies played a 
significant role in the early development of the FFM.   
Galten’s findings and the work of Baumgarten (1933) were subsequently improved upon by 
Allport and Odbert in 1936, who provided a refined list of 17 953 trait terms that they classified 
according to various categories.  Norman (1967) later elaborated on the categories of traits 
provided by Allport and Odbert (1936), further refining the list of terms (cited in John & 
Srivastava, 1999).   
While classifications such as the one by Allport and Odbert provided a useful starting point to 
structure personality, a taxonomy would provide a systematic way for distinguishing, ordering, 
and identifying individual differences.  Raymond Cattell was the first to attempt to provide such a 
taxonomy, followed by various others.   
Cattell’s (1943) attempt at developing a multidimensional model of personality structure 
began with an analysis of the list of terms identified by Allport and Odbert (1936) that contained 
4 500 proposed stable traits.  From a revised list of only 200 terms he developed a set of 35 
clusters of personality traits.  He identified 12 personality dimensions, which when combined 
with four additional dimensions, formed the basis for his 16 Personality Factor System (16PF).  
Although he identified 12 personality dimensions, various research studies could only replicate 
five of those factors (Digman & Takemoto-Chock, 1981; Fiske, 1949; Norman, 1963; Smith, 
1967; Tupes & Christal, 1961). Despite the shortfalls of his work, Cattell’s initial efforts 
contributed to a surgence of research in the dimensional structure of trait ratings, which 
ultimately led to the identification of five major traits, and the development of the FFM.     
Several researchers can be attributed with the identification and clarification of the five major 
factors now making up the Big Five and the FFM.  Donald Fiske (1949) built on Cattell’s work, 
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identifying a five-factor structure through factor analyzing a subset of 22 of Cattell’s 35 clusters.  
He reduced an infinite number of personality traits to five super-traits, which resembled what 
would later become known as the Big Five (John & Srivastava, 1999).  Fiske is therefore thought 
to be the first to discover a version of the FFM.   This finding by Fiske was consolidated soon 
thereafter by a number of other researchers, the first of whom were Tupes and Christal. 
Tupes and Christal (1961) made the next major contribution to the five-factor model when 
they conducted a number of studies using the 35 rating scales based on Cattell’s 35 clusters of 
personality traits.  They used eight different samples ranging from airmen with only a high-
school education to first-year graduate students.  Again, instead of the 12 dimensions identified 
by Cattell, they also only found five factors.  Various researchers reacted to the work of Tupes 
and Christal (1961), one of whom was Warren Norman.   
Although initially a critic of this model, Norman (1963) noted the significance of these 
findings and after successfully replicating the results in his own studies, he concluded that the 
five traits did indeed represent an adequate taxonomy of personality traits.  Following Norman 
the five traits were called (1) Surgency or Extraversion, (2) Agreeableness, (3) Conscientiousness, 
(4) Emotional Stability, and (5) Culture (John & Srivastava, 1999; Larsen & Buss, 2005).   
Borgatta (1964) also replicated the five-factor structure, labeling his five robust factors (1) 
Assertiveness, (2) Likability, (3) Responsibility, (4) Emotionality, and (5) Intelligence.  Smith 
(1967) compared the structures derived from three large samples and also identified five robust 
factors, which he called (1) Extraversion, (2) Agreeableness, (3) Strength of Character, (4) 
Emotionality, and (5) Refinement.  Neither Borgatta nor Smith carried any systematic follow-up 
research, thus ending their contributions to the FFM.    
Interest in this model waned in the 1960s and early 1970s, but was renewed in the1980s as 
various studies all replicated findings of the five major factors (John & Srivastava, 1999).  
During this time, McCrae and Costa also began to re-examine the system proposed by Norman 
and found striking parallels with their own three-factor model (McCrae & Costa, 2003).  Through 
their own studies they identified Norman’s Surgency as matching their Extraversion, his 
Emotional Stability as being the opposite pole of their Neuroticism, and they were able to match 
his Culture with their Openness (McCrae & Costa, 1985, 1987).  McCrae and Costa were thus 
able to nest their three-factor model within the FFM, thereby becoming strong advocates of the 
FFM.  The five factors proposed by Costa and McCrae – Extraversion, Neuroticism, 
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Agreeableness, Openness to Experience, and Conscientiousness – are what these two researchers 
have termed the Five-Factor Model.   
By the 1990s it became more and more clear that the five broad factors did adequately 
represent the underlying adjectives originally identified by Allport and Odbert (1936).  Again, 
studies by Goldberg (1990) replicated findings of the Big Five factors and successfully tested 
their stability and generalizability across various methodological variations and data sets.  More 
recent studies by Saucier and Goldberg (1996) and Saucier (1997) found that the Big Five were 
the only consistently replicable factors.  With consistent and replicable findings, more and more 
researchers began to agree that the FFM was indeed an adequate representation of the basic 
dimensions of personality. The extensive research supporting the FFM is summed up well by 
Digman and Takemoto-Chock (1981) in the following quote: “Regardless of whether teachers 
rate children, officers rate one another, college students rate one another, or clinical staff 
members rate graduate trainees, the result is pretty much the same” (p. 164).  McCrae and Costa 
(1997) suggest that most psychologists today agree that personality traits can be described 
according to the five broad, basic personality dimensions discussed above.  
The identification and clarification of the five broad factors which are seen to adequately 
represent the basic structure of personality have a rich history based in research dating back to the 
early 1900s.  This long history has witnessed many different opinions on what the factors consist 
of, how they are defined, and how they are conceptualized.  These differences in opinion have 
sometimes resulted in (and in some cases, continue to result in) much controversy regarding the 
nature of the five factors, and consequently the nature of the FFM.    
 
Theoretical Conceptualizations of the Five Major Factors 
Research efforts spanning the last century have resulted in many different conceptualizations 
of the five broad factors.  To better understand some of the controversies surrounding the FFM as 
a model of personality, it is important to explore the various definitions and conceptualizations 
for each of the five factors.   
 
Neuroticism (N) 
The definition for N has generated the least amount of controversy with most agreeing that 
this factor represents differences in the tendency to experience distress, and in the associated 
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cognitive and behavioural styles related to this tendency (McCrae & John, 1992).  Individuals 
scoring high in N are likely to experience chronic negative affects (Watson & Clark, 1984), and 
are more susceptible to developing psychiatric disorders (Zonderman, Stone & Costa, 1989, cited 
in McCrae & John, 1992).  According to Eysenck and Eysenck (1975), individuals high in N tend 
to worry a lot, be anxious and overly emotional, and react strongly to all types of stimuli. 
Individuals low in N tend to be more calm, relaxed, even-tempered and unflappable (McCrae & 
John, 1992).  Various different terms have been used to identify this factor including “Emotional 
Stability” (Goldberg, 1990), “Negative Affectivity” (Watson and Clark, 1984), and 
“Neuroticism” (Costa and McCrae, 1992a).  Regardless of the term used, common to the N factor 
is the tendency to have a negative view of self, to experience negative affect (particularly under 
stressful circumstances), and to be more sensitive to minor failures and frustrations of daily life.  
The term “Neuroticism” is used within the FFM framework and is conceptualized in terms of six 
sub-traits, namely Anxiety, Angry Hostility, Depression, Self-Consciousness, Impulsiveness, and 
Vulnerability (Costa & McCrae, 1992a).  Detailed descriptions of the six sub-traits can be found 
in Appendix A.  
 
Extraversion (E) 
There is less consensus regarding the factor, E, with differences being traced back to the fact 
that E and A together constitute the Interpersonal Circumplex (McCrae & John, 1992).  Goldberg 
(1990) and Wiggins (in press) identify this factor with Dominance (cited in McCrae & John, 
1992).  However, McCrae and Costa (1989a) hold that E is located midway between Dominance 
and Warmth.  Lexical literature defines individuals low in E as quiet, reserved, retiring, shy, 
silent and withdrawn, while Q-sort correlates include additional components referred to as 
emotional blandness and over-control of impulses (McCrae & John, 1992).  Again, various terms 
have been used to describe this factor, including “Positive Emotionality” (Watson & Clark, 1997), 
“Surgency” (Goldberg, 1990) and “Extraversion” (Costa and McCrae, 1992a).   
Watson and Clark (1997) have provided an integrated model of E and have identified six 
components of E including four central facets (Affiliation, Positive Affectivity, Energy, and 
Ascendance) and two peripheral facets (Venturesomeness and Ambition).  They view “Positive 
Affectivity”, which is the tendency to experience joy and to feel happy, cheerful and optimistic 
about the future, as being the core of E.   
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Costa and McCrae have a similar view to that of Watson and Clark, but divide Watson and 
Clark’s “affiliation” component into “warmth” and “gregariousness” and have removed their 
component, “ambition,” to factor C (McCrae & John, 1992).  Costa and McCrae describe E as the 
“the quantity and intensity of interpersonal interaction, the need for stimulation and the capacity 
for joy” (Piedmont, 1998, p. 86).  Individuals high in E tend to be sociable, assertive, active, 
talkative, upbeat, and optimistic, while those low in E tend to be quiet, reserved, independent, 
and even-paced, preferring solitude and solitary activities (Costa & McCrae, 1992a).       
  The term “Extraversion” is used within the FFM framework and can be summarized as 
reflecting “an individual’s level of sociability, personal energy, and outlook on life” (Taylor, 
2004, p. 21).  Extraversion includes in its description six sub-traits, namely Warmth, 
Gregariousness, Assertiveness, Activity, Excitement-Seeking, and Positive Emotions (Costa & 
McCrae, 1992a).  Detailed descriptions of the six sub-traits can be found in Appendix A.     
 
Openness to Experience (O)  
In contrast to the other factors, factor O has generated, and continues to generate, the most 
controversy.  At the root of the controversy is the discrepancy resulting from differences in 
lexical and questionnaire studies.  Studies based in natural language have typically shown the 
factor to be defined by components such as intelligence, imagination, and perceptiveness.  In 
contrast, studies using questionnaires have revealed a broader factor which includes creativity, 
intellectual interests, differentiated emotions, aesthetic sensitivity, need for variety, and 
unconventional values (McCrae & John, 1992).   
Individuals high in O are original, untraditional, creative, and intellectually curious, 
proactively seeking out and appreciating new experiences, while those low in O tend to be more 
conventional in their behaviour and conservative in their outlook (Costa & McCrae, 1992a; 
Piedmont, 1998).  McCrae and Costa (1997) conceptualized the O factor as “fundamentally…a 
matter of inner experience, a mental phenomenon related to the scope of awareness and the depth 
and intensity of consciousness” (p. 835).   
Many labels have been given to this factor including Culture, Intellect, Intellectance, 
Imagination, Openness, Openness to Experience, Fluid Intelligence, and Tender-Mindedness 
(Larsen & Buss, 2005).  McCrae and Costa (1997) have criticized the various labels given to this 
factor including that of Culture, Intellect, and Intellectance, for not adequately encompassing the 
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dimension completely.  They reject the term “Culture” suggesting that it implies that a liberal 
education is required to develop aspects of O.  The labels “Intellect” and “Intellectance” have 
also been rejected as suitable descriptions for this factor.  McCrae and John (1992) emphasize, 
that O is a dimension of personality and not a measure of intellectual ability.  A study by John in 
1989 suggests that although this factor includes aspects of intellect, it is considerably broader in 
scope (cited in McCrae & John, 1992).  McCrae and Costa (1997) agree with this notion stating 
that Openness to Experience “cannot be reduced to a single underlying ability” (p. 832), as in 
addition to cognitive aspects it also comprises emotional and behavioural elements.   
In summary, Openness to Experience encompasses a sense of value for originality, novelty, 
knowledge, and experience, as well as a need for a variety of interests, and an ability for liberal 
and abstract thinking (Taylor, 2004).  Within the FFM framework, the O factor is referred to as 
Openness to Experience and includes in its conceptualization the six sub-traits Fantasy, 
Aesthetics, Feelings, Actions, Ideas, and Values (Costa & McCrae, 1992a). Detailed descriptions 
of the six sub-traits can be found in Appendix A.                   
 
Agreeableness (A) 
Psychological literature also offers various different conceptions for A.  According to McCrae 
and John (1992), the location and interpretation of A depend on the view of E, as A is orthogonal 
to E.  Digman (1990) views this factor as containing characteristics such as altruism, nurturance, 
caring, and emotional support at one end of the scale and hostility, indifference to others, self-
centeredness, spitefulness, and jealousy at the other end.  Digman and Takemoto-Chock (1981) 
provided an alternative descriptor for this factor which they referred to as “Friendly Compliance 
versus Hostile Noncompliance.”  Graziano and Eisenberg (1997) proposed the name 
“Agreeableness versus Antagonism”.  Prosocial tendencies have been described as a form of 
Agreeableness, resulting in adjectives such as helpful, altruistic and sympathetic being associated 
with the A factor (Graziano & Eisenberg, 1997).  Goldberg and Wiggins both define this factor as 
Love and Warmth (cited in McCrae and John, 1992), while Costa, McCrae, and Dye (1991) view 
it as a cluster of attributes, including trust, modesty, and compliance, that blend Warmth and 
Submission.  McCrae and Costa (1989b) described A in terms of an individual’s capacity for 
sympathy, trust, co-operation, and altruism.  
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According to Piedmont (1998), while E refers to the degree to which an individual enjoys 
being with other people, A indicates the attitudes an individual holds towards others.  These 
attitudes can range from being pro-person to completely disagreeable and antagonistic.  
Individuals high in A have a tendency to be altruistic, compassionate, trusting, co-operative, and 
soft-hearted, while those low in A tend to be antagonistic, cynical, skeptical of others’ intentions, 
and competitive rather than co-operative (Costa & McCrae, 1992a; Piedmont, 1998).       
Within the FFM framework, Agreeableness is conceptualized according to the six sub-traits 
Trust, Straightforwardness, Altruism, Compliance, Modesty, and Tender-Mindedness (Costa & 
McCrae, 1992a).  Detailed descriptions of the six sub-traits can be found in Appendix A.      
 
Conscientiousness (C) 
A number of different views have also been taken for C, with some viewing it as a dimension 
that holds impulsive behaviour in check, and others viewing it as a dimension that organizes and 
directs behaviour (Taylor, 2004).  Tellegen and Hogan (cited in McCrae and John, 1992) include 
components called Constraint and Prudence, respectively, which reflect an inhibitive view of C as 
a dimension which controls impulsive behaviour.  Through their component, Will to Achieve, 
Digman and Takemoto-Chock (1981) provide a proactive view of C as a dimension which 
organizes and directs behaviour.  McCrae and John (1992) view the term Conscientiousness as 
incorporating both aspects, as alternative meanings can include, to be governed by conscience, or 
to be diligent and thorough.  Kaplan and Saccuzzo (2001) defined C as “the degree to which a 
person is persevering, responsible, and organized, as opposed to lazy, irresponsible, and 
impulsive” (p. 438).  Costa and McCrae (1992a) maintain that the self-discipline required to plan, 
organize and carry out tasks is a central aspect of C.   
Johnson (n.d.) describes individuals high in C as being reliable, organized, self-controlled, 
and able to set clear goals and pursue these with determination.  According to Costa and McCrae 
(1992a), individuals high in C can be described as being purposeful, strong-willed, determined, 
dependable, and able to delay the gratification of needs. In contrast, individuals low in C tend to 
live for the moment, and can be described as being lackadaisical, careless, and disorganized 
(Johnson, n.d.; Piedmont, 1998).    
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Within the FFM framework, Conscientiousness is conceptualized in terms of the six sub-traits 
of Competence, Order, Dutifulness, Achievement Striving, Self-Discipline, and Deliberation 
(Costa and McCrae,1992a).  Detailed descriptions of the six sub-traits are in Appendix A.   
Proponents of these five major factors claim that these factors can be found, either singly, or 
in combination, in almost all personality instruments (McCrae & John, 1992).  While there is 
disagreement regarding the exact definitions of each factor, this research project is primarily 
concerned with the FFM, and consequently, will make use of Costa and McCrae’s (1992a) 
interpretation of the five broad factors, as they are conceptualized by the NEO PI-R.  In the next 
section, empirical evidence for the FFM is provided.  
 
Empirical Evidence for the Five-Factor Model 
There have been many who have argued against the FFM as a complete theory of personality, 
with some arguing that it is not a theory at all.  However, proponents of the FFM do not argue 
that it is a complete model of personality.  An explosion of research has provided this model with 
extensive empirical support.  Empirical documentation points towards its robustness, potential 
universality, and comprehensiveness as a descriptive system for describing individuals in trait 
terms at a super-trait level.  In an effort to further contextualize and strengthen the status of this 
model, some empirical issues related to the model are discussed next.   
 
Evidence of Cross-Cultural Generalizability 
There are many assessment measures that have been designed according to the FFM of 
personality, with the most comprehensive and well researched measure being the NEO PI-R.  The 
NEO PI-R has recently been translated into many different languages and administered to 
samples from more than two dozen countries.  Although there is a large body of evidence that 
suggests that the FFM can be applied successfully in different cultures, true universality has yet 
to be established.  Some research related to cross-cultural generalizability is provided next. 
 
Research in Western cultures. 
In the early 1980s Sybil Eysenck demonstrated that two factors, Neuroticism and 
Extraversion, could be found in many cultures.  Later, Noller, Law, and Comrey (1987) measured 
the FFM in a sample of Australian undergraduate students using personality measures that were 
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designed from a conceptual framework different to that of the FFM.   Four of the FFM factors 
were identified, excluding Openness to Experience.  The fifth factor represented a “Masculinity-
Femininity” or “Tendermindedness” scale (Noller et al., 1987).  Factors similar to the FFM have 
also been found in a German sample (Amelang & Borkenau, 1982). 
In the 1990s, Paunonen, Jackson, Trzebinski, and Fosterling (1992) explored personality 
structure in Canada, Finland, Poland, and Germany, using both verbal and non-verbal assessment 
measures.  Their findings supported the FFM regardless of the measure used.  This study was 
later expanded upon by Paunonen et al, (1996) who used the same measures but added two 
additional countries, namely Russia and Hong Kong.  Again, evidence for the FFM factors was 
found in each of the six cultures.          
Using the NEO PI-R as an assessment measure, factors resembling those of the FFM have 
also been replicated in Holland (De Raad, Hendriks, & Hofstee, 1992), France (Rolland, 1993), 
and South Africa (Heuchert, 1998).  McCrae (2001) examined data collected by other researchers 
from 26 cultures using the NEO PI-R and replicated the FFM in all 26 cultures.  He later added 
10 more cultures covering five major language families, including Indo-European, Uralic, Altaic, 
Dravidian and Sino-Tibetian (McCrae, 2002).  McCrae (2001, 2002) provided several pieces of 
evidence suggesting that findings from the studies could be compared.  In all languages and 
cultures examined, adequate levels of internal reliability for the trait scales and robust factorial 
structures of the NEO PI-R were obtained (McCrae, 2001, 2002).   
Research in Western cultures is extensive, making it impossible to list all the studies 
conducted to evaluate the cross-cultural universality of the FFM.  Greater controversies regarding 
its universality have arisen from research conducted in non-Western cultures.  Evidence of its 
applicability in Eastern, Asian, and African countries is therefore discussed next.             
 
Research in Eastern and Asian cultures.  
Pioneering efforts in the 1970s found factors resembling those of the FFM in Japanese, 
Chinese, and, to a lesser extent, Filipino samples (Bond, 1979; Bond, Nakazato, & Shiraishi, 
1975; Guthrie & Bennett, 1971).  Guthrie and Bennett (1971) were only able to obtain a partial 
replication of the five factors in a sample of Filipino college students, with clear Extraversion and 
Agreeableness factors, two Neuroticism factors and no clear Openness factor.  However, 
Katigbak, Church, and Akamine (1996) clearly replicated the American structure of factors after 
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targeted rotation in a sample of Filipino students when using an English version of the NEO PI-R.  
Later, McCrae, Costa, Del Pilar, Rolland, and Parker (1998) produced findings which suggest 
that Filipino personality structure replicates in detail to the standard FFM.     
Numerous studies have replicated the FFM in Korean samples (McCrae & Costa, 1997; 
Piedmont & Chae, 1997; Yoon, Schmidt, & Ilies, 2002).  Trull and Dreary (1997) replicated the 
five factors in a Chinese sample, while other studies have obtained evidence of the five-factor 
structure in Taiwan Chinese (Yang & Bond, 1990) and Hong Kong Chinese samples (Bond, 1979; 
Yik & Bond, 1993).   
Church and Lonner (1998) also cite various lexical studies in Asia which have provided 
evidence of the five factor structure (Cheung, Conger, Hau, Lew, & Lau, 1992; Church, Reyes, 
Katigbak, & Grimm, 1997; Isaka, 1990).  Narayanan, Menon, and Levine (1995) examined 
Indian participants using two emic (or culture-specific) techniques where the findings strongly 
supported the FFM.     
Although results supporting the five factor structure in Asian samples are more mixed than 
those from Western samples, there is sufficient evidence to suggest that the FFM is applicable to 
the Asian population.  Research efforts within these particular cultures appear to have intensified 
over the years, holding promise that support for the FFM within these cultures will grow in the 
future.  This is in contrast to the African continent, where research studies regarding the 
applicability of the FFM are still limited.  Some African research will be discussed next, with a 
strong focus on the applicability of the FFM to the South African context        
 
Research in African cultures.       
The FFM has strong support in samples drawn from America, Europe and to some extent, 
Asia, but there are few studies that focus on the applicability of the FFM in sub-Saharan Africa.   
A study conducted by Rossier, Dahourou, and McCrae (2005) provides some personality data 
for a sample from the sub-Saharan African country, Burkina Faso.  A validated French-language 
version of the NEO PI-R was used, among other assessment measures.  The FFM was adequately 
replicated in the Burkina Faso sample, despite lower internal consistencies, particularly on the 
NEO PI-R.  However, according to Church and Katigbak (2002) and Piedmont and Chae (1997), 
translations into non-European languages generally show lower alphas, especially for the facet 
scales of Openness.   
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In Zimbabwe, Piedmont, Bain, McCrae, and Costa (2002) administered two versions of the 
NEO PI-R, one in Shona, a native Zimbabwean language (N=314) and another in English 
(N=117).  They found lower than usual internal consistencies for facet scales, suggesting the 
possibility that traits at the facet level are only weakly represented in Shona.  Piedmont et al. 
(2002) compared the Shona and American structures using targeted factor analysis, and found 
satisfactory overall congruence of .89.  As in the Burkina Faso sample, Openness demonstrated 
poorest congruence.  
Heaven, Connors, and Stones (1994) conducted a study using South African (N=230) and 
Australian (N=186) samples in which they administered a list of 112 adjectives which were 
identified as markers for the FFM.  The South African sample was composed of predominantly 
Black South African undergraduate university students.  The five-factor structure of the FFM 
failed to reproduce in the predominantly Black South African sample.  In this sample, the three-
factor solution produced clear Extraversion and Neuroticism factors, but produced a first factor 
which was a combination of Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and Openness items.   
Matsimbi (1997) was unable to replicate the FFM in a sample of South African white-collar 
men when using the NEO PI-R.  Some important limitations relating to the sample utilized in this 
study were, however, noted and the results should therefore be interpreted with caution.  
Another South African study made use of the South African version of the 16PF to assess 
over 600 South African applicants for employment in the banking industry (van Eeden & 
Prinsloo, 1997).  In other cultures, the 16PF has yielded a five-factor structure in second order 
factor analysis (Hofer, Horn, & Eber, 1997).  The sample was evenly split between those with 
English as their first language and those with an African first language.  Using factor analysis 
with an oblimin rotation, the entire sample reproduced a five-factor solution.  However, the two 
sub-groups within the sample produced solutions which differed in the number and nature of 
factors produced.   
Heuchert (1998) investigated the applicability of the FFM to the South African context using 
the NEO PI-R.  The sample (N = 226) was compared to the US Normative sample.  Good 
reliabilities were obtained for most facet scales and each of the five factors, with reliabilities 
ranging from 0.87 to 0.91 for the latter.  The factor structure of the South African data strongly 
correlated with the US factor structure.  Heuchert (1998) concluded that the findings supported 
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the applicability of the NEO PI-R in the South African context and he encouraged the 
standardization and development of norms for the South African population.       
Heuchert et al. (2000) administered the English-language version of the NEO PI-R to a 
sample of 408 South African students (the majority of whom were White and female) from the 
University of the Witwatersrand and the former Rand Afrikaans University (now the University 
of Johannesburg).  Factor analysis at the facet level with varimax rotation resulted in a sufficient 
reproduction of the FFM structure for the entire sample, as well as for the Black and White 
subgroups.  The results from this analysis suggested that the basic personality structure of Black 
and White South Africans is quite similar although differences in personality scores between the 
racial groups were found (Heuchert et al., 2000).  These results differ markedly with previous 
findings from South African samples (Heaven et al., 1994; Matsimbi, 1997; van Eeden & 
Prinsloo, 1997).  Some possible reasons include differences in methodology, and possible 
differences in response set, particularly in the studies using job applicants as a sample (Heuchert 
et al., 2000).  Despite these previous findings, the study by Heuchert, et al. (2000) provides some 
early evidence that the FFM is applicable in the South African context. 
In summary, although evidence for the cross-cultural generalizability of the FFM holds 
promise for the future, true universality has yet to be established.   
 
Evidence of Comprehensiveness 
In addressing the question of comprehensiveness of the FFM, evidence must show that the 
model can account for the traits identified by other psychological systems.  McCrae and Costa 
(1986) assert that “The five-factor model offers a universal and comprehensive framework for the 
description of individual differences in personality” (p. 1001).  Critics however, claim that the 
model is too simple and that additional dimensions probably exist that also require consideration 
(Ben-Porath & Waller, 1992; Block, 1995; Butcher & Rouse, 1996). According to O’Connor 
(2002), differences in opinion stem from differing interpretations of the same data and different 
assumptions about the nature and role of the FFM.  Although reports of associations between the 
FFM and the scales of other personality inventories have resulted in controversy, there is a 
substantial amount of evidence supporting the comprehensiveness of the FFM.  
Various analyses have demonstrated that the scales from the Guilford-Zimmerman 
Temperament Scale (GZTS; Guilford, Zimmerman, & Guilford, 1976), the Eysenck Personality 
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Questionnaire (EPQ; Eysenck & Eysenck, 1975), the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI; 
Myers & McCaulley, 1985), the California Psychological Inventory (CPI; Gough, 1987), and the 
Personality Research Form (PRF; Jackson, 1984) can all be related to the basic five factors.  
McCrae and Costa (2003) also cite various studies which have related the NEO PI-R to other 
major personality inventories, including the Adjective Check List (Piedmont, McCrae, & Costa, 
1991), the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule (Piedmont, McCrae, & Costa, 1992), the 
Comrey Personality Scales (Hahn & Comrey, 1994), Lorr’s Interpersonal Style Inventory 
(McCrae & Costa, 1994), the MMPI (Costa, Busch, Zonderman, & McCrae, 1986) and the 
Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire (16 PF; Conn & Rieke, 1994).    
O’Connor (2002) reviewed 29 popular personality inventories to assess the 
comprehensiveness of the FFM, focusing on the appearance of the FFM in these other personality 
inventories.  O’Connor (2002) concluded the following: 
 
The factor structures that exist in the scales of many popular personality inventories 
can be closely replicated using data derived solely from scale associations with the 
FFM.  The basic dimensions that exist in other personality inventories can thus be 
considered “well captured” by the FFM (p. 198).   
 
Finally, research also indicates that the five factors are related to the Axis II diagnostic 
categories for personality disorders (Costa & Widiger, 2002; Wiggins & Pincus, 1989).  Costa 
and McCrae (1990) found correlations between the NEO PI factors and two clinical instruments, 
the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) and the Millon Clinical Multiaxial 
Inventory (MCMI).  Although further research in this area of study is required, these initial 
research efforts suggest that the FFM may be applicable for measuring both normal and 
pathological personality traits.   
Although not without its flaws, the empirical research supporting the FFM certainly 
highlights its potential as a valuable taxonomy for understanding personality.  There are, however, 
still areas of concern.  The next section highlights some of the major criticisms of the FFM and 
additional points of support.  
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Evaluating the Five-Factor Model of Personality 
Despite growing enthusiasm for and acceptance of the FFM of personality along with strong 
empirical support, there are still those who caution against the view of this model as the final 
word on personality structure.   
The FFM has been criticized based on the number of factors – five – which it uses to 
represent personality structure.  Many have questioned why the taxonomy of personality traits 
should be defined by five factors in particular, especially when various other models of 
personality offer a different number of factors to be studied (as mentioned earlier).  Pervin (1994) 
remarked that a lack of agreement in this area complicated the comparability of such factors 
across instruments and data sources.   
It appears that field of study is particularly influential on the stance taken by critics and 
Taylor (2004) highlights different arguments from Eysenck, McAdams, and Block.  While 
Eysenck (1992) holds that personality structure can be adequately represented by only three 
factors, McAdams (1992) argued that five is too few, thus limiting the FFM in its ability to 
predict specific behaviours and provide descriptions of people’s lives. Block (1995) argued 
similarly to McAdams (1992), stating that a larger number of constructs would better represent 
and explain personality and the dynamics of behaviour.   
In an effort to provide support for the five factors, Costa and McCrae (1992b) suggested four 
criteria for determining factors that formed the basic elements of personality. They contended 
that factors should (a) show stability over time and cross-observer validity, (b) be pervasive, (c) 
be found across cultures, and (d) have a biological basis.  Each of these criteria has been fulfilled 
by the factors from the FFM (McCrae & Costa, 2003).  However, Eysenck (1992) argued that 
these criteria did not adequately differentiate the FFM from other models which might also fulfill 
these criteria.  Block (1995) contended that the five factors could not be said to be uniquely 
advantageous and criticized the FFM for its lack of any comparative evaluation of the empirical 
or predictive adequacy of the five factors of the FFM.   
One of the most contentious issues regarding the FFM has been the lack of consensus on the 
labels for the five factors (Block, 1995; Briggs, 1989), as well as a lack of consensus on the fifth 
factor (Caprara & Perugini, 1994; Somer & Goldberg, 1999).  Here, a case in point is the 
difference in labels provided by Goldberg’s Big Five and Costa and McCrae’s FFM.  In addition, 
the fifth factor has, as a result of factor analyzing different item pools, been given many different 
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labels including culture, intellect, intellectance, imagination, openness, openness to experience, 
fluid intelligence, and tender-mindedness (Larsen & Buss, 2005).  Cross-cultural research shows 
that this factor is often best represented by different items across different cultures, probably due 
to the relevant importance ascribed to some individual differences in different cultures (Larsen & 
Buss, 2005).  This factor often provides mixed or confusing results in research from African 
cultures, and appears to be the least replicable of the five factors.  Despite the first four factors 
being highly replicable across languages and cultures, more extensive cross-cultural research is 
needed in this area to reach consensus and thus improve the model’s credibility. 
The FFM has also been criticized for being atheoretical, a result of its empirical origins 
(Briggs, 1989).  Block (1995) highlighted the use of factor analysis in the development of the 
FFM and provided a thorough discussion on the use and shortcomings of factor analysis.  
Eysenck (1992) maintained that critical issues such as the labeling of factors could only be 
resolved by having a solid theoretical framework.  Pervin (1994) went so far as to describe the 
FFM as being “fundamentally flawed” in its ability to describe the dynamics of personality (p. 
111).  However, despite this criticism, the FFM continues to show its practical utility.  The five 
factors have shown to be good predictors of job performance (Mount & Barrick, 1998) as well as 
other work outcomes such as career success (Judge, Higgins, Thoreson, & Barrick, 1999). The 
five factors, and in particular, Neuroticism, Extraversion, and Conscientiousness, were also found 
to be good predictors of academic performance (Chamorro-Premuzic & Furnham, 2003a; 2003b).  
Conscientiousness has been consistently associated with academic success (Busato et al., 2000; 
O’Connor & Paunonen, in press; Wagerman & Funder, 2007).  All five factors have also been 
shown to be useful in a clinical setting (Costa, 1991; Trull, 1992). Although trait theory has been 
criticized for lacking the ability to show the dynamics of personality, results from a recent study 
by Farsides and Woodfield (2003) investigating the influence of personality on academic success 
and making use of the FFM suggest a starting point for how such research could be conducted in 
the future.    
Another contentious issue has been the development of the FFM from a natural language 
perspective, and the resulting simplified or “lay” descriptors.  Block (1995) criticized the use of 
lay descriptions of personality stating that it would limit psychologists from achieving deeper and 
more articulated theoretical understandings.  He also suggested that the lay language used was 
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inappropriate and should be replaced with a conceptual language more relevant for expert 
psychologists.  
Finally, proponents of the FFM have been censured for their view of the FFM as a model near 
completion.  Block (2001) commented that despite the evident problems regarding the FFM, 
there is an apparent lack of clarity on how the model could be progressively scientifically 
improved upon.  He makes reference to Costa and McCrae’s (1997) comments on the anticipated 
minor changes in wording as the only plans for improving the NEO PI-R, and criticizes the 
proponents of the FFM for viewing it as a basically complete achievement (Block, 2001).  Pervin 
(1994) also cautioned against prematurely accepting the FFM as the final word on the basic 
foundations of personality, criticizing trait theory for being too restrictive and thus unable to 
provide a comprehensive picture of personality. 
However, despite the many criticisms against the FFM there has been little research to 
challenge the value and validity of the model, and as of yet, nothing more substantial with which 
to replace it.  The value of such a model is that it allows the domain of personality to be 
represented broadly and systematically (Briggs, 1992), and provides a useful solution to the 
question of personality structure (Digman, 1990).  According to McCrae and John (1992) there 
are at least three advantages for using the FFM of personality as a framework.  This includes its 
ability to (1) integrate a wide array of personality constructs, facilitating communication between 
researchers across different fields of study; (2) provide a means to study relations between 
personality and other phenomena due to its comprehensiveness; and (3) offer at least a global 
description of personality.  In an article on personality structure, Ozer and Riese (1994) 
concluded: “Just as latitude and longitude permit the precise description of any location on earth, 
the FFM promises the hope of similarly locating personality dispositions” (p. 361).   
The FFM therefore provides a descriptive model for the organization of traits, or a taxonomy 
of traits.  According to John (1990), a taxonomy provides a systematic framework for 
distinguishing, ordering, and naming individual differences in people’s behaviour and experience.  
Such a taxonomy facilitates communication and the accumulation of knowledge by providing a 
standard vocabulary, thus allowing a more meaningful way in which to study the domains of 
personality (John & Srivastava, 1999).   
From the above discussion it is clear that while the FFM continues to deal with some 
problematic issues, and may not provide the “grand unified theory of personality” as of yet, the 
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evidence for its value as a model in progress is certainly substantial.  Using the whole body of 
findings associated with research on the FFM, McCrae and Costa (1996, 1999) developed a 
theory of personality called the Five Factor Theory (FFT), which will be introduced in the 
following section.  Considering criticism about the atheoretical nature of the FFM, the FFT could 
perhaps provide a solution to some of these related concerns (Taylor, 2004).   
 
The Five-Factor Theory of Personality 
While the FFM is an empirical generalization of the covariation of personality traits, the FFT 
is the conceptualization of recent research findings about personality traits that explains them 
within the context of the development and functioning of the whole personality system (Allik & 
McCrae, 2002).  The FFT therefore provides a model of the person that explains the mechanism 
of personality from a trait approach (Taylor, 2004).  According to Allik and McCrae (2002), the 
FFT describes “how biology and culture interact in the development of habits, attitudes, values, 
roles and relationships, which express both the individual’s traits and the influence of the social 
environment (p. 303).  This section briefly introduces the FFT and its component parts, but 
readers can refer to McCrae and Costa (2003) for a detailed explanation of the theory.    
Figure 1 represents the personality system according to the FFT.  Each of the rectangles and 
ellipses in Figure 1 represent a formal conceptualization of personality, while the contents of 
these and the arrows linking them represent the Five Factor Theory (FFT) of personality (McCrae 
& Costa, 2003).  The personality system contains three central components (represented by 
rectangles), three peripheral components (represented by ellipses), and dynamic processes 
(represented by arrows) regulating interaction between these.      
The central components of the personality system include Basic Tendencies, Characteristic 
Adaptations, and the Self-Concept.  Basic Tendencies are rooted in biology and refer to the 
“abstract capacities and tendencies of the individual” (McCrae & Costa, 2003, p. 187).  Basic 
tendencies are therefore personality traits (in this case, Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, 
Agreeableness and Conscientiousness), and include cognitive abilities, artistic talents, sexual 
orientation and psychological processes which underpin learning, perception and other 
psychological functions.  Basic Tendencies are thought to demonstrate great stability due to their 
biological roots.  
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Figure 1: A representation of the Five-Factor Theory personality system.   
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
From McCrae and Costa (2003, p. 192).   
 
In contrast to Basic Tendencies, Characteristic Adaptations are those “concrete acquired 
structures” which develop as the individual interacts with their environment (McCrae & Costa, 
2003, p. 187).  This component forms the largest and most complex part of the FFT personality 
system.  Characteristic Adaptations reflect basic individual dispositions which have been adapted 
to respond to the demands of the environment (Allik & McCrae, 2002).  All learned skills, habits, 
interests, attitudes, beliefs, and the internalized aspects of psychological roles and relationships 
constitute Characteristic Adaptations, and although some are extremely stable, they are 
susceptible to change.  The clear distinction between Basic Tendencies and Characteristic 
Adaptations forms an essential part of the theory, as it forms the basis for explaining the stability 
of personality.   
The third central component, the Self-Concept, actually constitutes a part of Characteristic 
Adaptations, and refers to the acquired view of the self as a result of life experiences and social 
feedback received (Allik & McCrae, 2002). This component could be considered one of the most 
studied aspects of Characteristic Adaptations, and also provides the source of information from 
which people draw when completing personality questionnaires, hence its status as a separate 
component (Allik & McCrae, 2002).   
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In addition to the three central components, the theory also has three peripheral components, 
named Biological Bases, External Influences, and Objective Biography.  These three components 
connect the personality to outside adjoining systems.   
The Objective Biography, referred to as the output, represents everything a person does, 
thinks, feels, and experiences across the entire lifespan.  It therefore refers to behaviour.  This is 
the one component that absolutely changes over time.  Biological Bases and External Influences, 
referred to as inputs, represent interactions between the personality and the physical body and 
environment.  External Influences refer to the situation, and include both the enduring situation 
(e.g. cultural norms) and the immediate situation (specific life events) (Taylor, 2004).  Biological 
Bases represent one of the major assumptions of the theory: that Basic Tendencies have a 
biological basis.      
Although the theory assumes that Basic Tendencies have a biological basis, basic dispositions 
are not equated with biological constructs (McCrae & Costa, 1995).  Basic dispositions and 
biological mechanisms are seen to function at different levels, with the former representing 
hypothetical concepts, and the latter being physical phenomena.  McCrae and Costa (1995) view 
their theory as being a psychological theory as opposed to a psychobiological one.  Although 
McCrae and Costa (1999) include as one of their major assumptions in the theory the 
presumption that personality traits have a biological basis, they refrain from including Biological 
Bases as a fundamental part of the theory, asserting that too little is known about the brain as of 
yet (McCrae & Costa, 1995).     
These components all interact with and influence each other.  For example, Basic Tendencies 
are internally derived influences, while External Influences are externally derived influences, all 
of which impact the person and shape the development of Characteristic Adaptations.  The 
interactions of all of the components are regulated by psychological processes, referred to as 
Dynamic Processes (represented by the arrows in Figure 1).  Although the theory does not 
specify what each of these processes are, rather simply acknowledging the issue of multiple 
dynamic processes, some of these processes include perception, coping, role playing, reasoning, 
and long-range planning (McCrae and Costa, 2003).   
In general, the constructs of the FFT are relatively uncontroversial.  However, the FFT does 
differ radically from other theories in its view on the origin of traits, asserting that traits are 
exclusively endogenous, and will only change in response to intrinsic maturations or other 
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biological inputs (McCrae & Costa, 2003).  This has implications for the development of 
personality.  The next section provides a brief discussion on personality in adulthood.   
 
Personality in Adulthood 
Psychologists have long struggled with the question of personality development and whether 
various aspects of personality, including traits, change during the course of adulthood.  Freud, 
wrote volumes on early life with later years holding no major role in the theory of personality.  
Jung was the first to consider that psychological development might continue into adulthood, and 
Erikson later postulated stages of psychosocial development that extended into the adult years. 
The next few decades witnessed the beginnings of empirical research on personality and aging.  
McCrae and Costa (2003) believe that research findings are coalescing into a pattern 
predominantly reflecting personality stability.  However, they acknowledge that their 
interpretations are not universally shared, despite greater acceptance than when first proposed.  
The next section defines adulthood and briefly outlines some views on the stability of personality. 
 
Defining Adulthood 
Definitions of adulthood vary widely.  Legal definitions vary according to function, ranging 
anywhere from 16 to 21 years as a legal adult.  Insurance companies charge higher rates for 
individuals younger than 25 years.  In psychological terms, Erikson considers around 18 years of 
age to be the beginning of young adulthood.  Most would consider university students, at least by 
the end of their graduation, to be full-fledged adults (McCrae & Costa, 2003).  However, McCrae 
and Costa (2003) provide a different definition of adulthood, asserting that during the decade 
between 20 and 30, “individuals attain a configuration of traits that will characterize them for 
years to come;” marking the beginning of adulthood (p. 11).  Differing perspectives on when 
adulthood begins influence perspectives on the development of personality throughout adulthood.   
 
The Plaster versus Plasticity Hypotheses of Personality Development 
One view of personality development asserts that personality traits reach full maturity in early 
adulthood and show little change thereafter.  This view takes a purely biological perspective on 
personality traits and is referred to as the Plaster Hypotheses as personality traits are thought to 
become fixed (like plaster) after the age of 30 (Srivastava, John, Gosling, & Potter, 2003).  The 
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FFT and its developers, take this view of personality.  A more contextualist view asserts multiple 
determinants of traits, including the social environment, and thus predicts plasticity and change in 
personality during adulthood.   
When discussing personality stability, three important forms of personality stability are 
considered to be important.  Firstly, rank order stability refers to the maintenance of an 
individual’s position on particular traits in a group over time relative to other individuals within 
their group (Larsen & Buss, 2005).  Mean level stability, refers to a stable average level of a trait 
within a specific population (Larsen & Buss, 2005).  Finally, a more complex form of stability, 
personality coherence, refers to changes in the ways traits manifest over time (Larsen & Buss, 
2005).  While there is still continuity in the underlying trait, there are changes in the outward 
manifestation of that trait.   
There is agreement that rank order stability increases from childhood up until age 30, after 
which, depending on the literature consulted, a plateau at age 30 or 50, or a curvi-linear peak in 
stability at age 50 are all predicted (Terracciano, Costa, & McCrae, 2006).  Several studies 
suggest moderate to high levels of personality stability (Costa & McCrae, 1988; Costa & McCrae, 
1992a).  More recent studies continue to confirm the rank order stability of personality in 
adulthood (Robins et al., 2001).  Roberts and DelVecchio (2000) noted that personality 
consistency appears to peak, whereby traits become relatively fixed, after the age of 50.  
According to Roberts and DelVecchio (2000), trait consistency increases in a stepwise or linear 
manner across the lifespan, becoming more set in the later years.   
Studies showing mean level stability of personality add to the stability principle.  Roberts, 
Robins, Caspi, and Trzesniewski (2003) found that in general, Agreeableness and 
Conscientiousness increased during adulthood, Neuroticism decreased, Extraversion showed no 
pattern of change at the factor level, and Openness produced mixed results.  Previous studies with 
both contextualist (Helson & Kwan, 2000; Helson, Jones, & Kwan, 2002) and biological 
perspectives (McCrae et al., 1999; McCrae et al, 2000) on traits have reported similar patterns of 
findings.  These two contrasting perspectives, however, differ on the timing of the changes and 
on views of differences between male and female development (Srivastava et al., 2003).   
Originally, the FFT asserted that the five Basic Tendencies did not change after 30 years of 
age (Costa & McCrae, 1994; McCrae and Costa, 1996).  However, new evidence shows changes 
in the mean levels of the five factors (McCrae et al., 1999, 2000).  Although this has resulted in a 
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revision of the original FFT assertion, the changes are still viewed as arising from intrinsic 
biological influences, and the new assertion is phrased so as to still resemble some of the original 
idea: “From age 18 to age 30 there are declines in Neuroticism, Extraversion, and Openness to 
Experience, and increases in Agreeableness and Conscientiousness; after age 30 the same trends 
are found, although the rate of change seems to decrease” (McCrae et al., 2000, p. 183).  
According to Srivastava et al. (2003) there are no studies to date testing whether traits change 
less after age 30, resulting in their internet study testing a large sample (N = 132 515) using the 
Big Five Inventory (BFI).  Their findings did not support Costa and McCrae’s (1994) assertion of 
no change after age 30, nor the revised assertion of slowed changed after age 30 (McCrae et al., 
2000).  Instead, Srivastava et al. (2003) found that Conscientiousness and Agreeableness 
increased at varying rates throughout early and middle adulthood, while Neuroticism declined in 
women, but had no change in men as age increased.  Openness showed only a small decline with 
age, and Extraversion declined for women, but not for men.  They concluded that people continue 
to mature well into middle adulthood.   
In general, studies find similar patterns in the way personality changes throughout adulthood.  
However, disagreement occurs around the issues of why personality changes in this way.  It is 
clear that further research is required in this area of study.   
 
Conclusion 
The study of personality is made somewhat easier by broad classification systems which 
divide the study of personality into more focused and manageable areas.  One such area is that of 
trait psychology which is primarily concerned with the role of traits in the explanation of 
personality and human behaviour. Despite a history of repeated attacks on trait psychology, solid 
empirical achievements continue to improve credibility and strengthen this approach as a 
dominant paradigm in personality psychology.  The FFM has become widely accepted as an 
adequate taxonomy of personality traits.  Strong empirical evidence demonstrates the cross-
cultural applicability of this model, providing support for the ubiquity of the model, with early 
signs of evidence for its usefulness in the South African context.  One of the most researched 
measures to date designed to operationalize the FFM is the NEO PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 1992a).  
The following chapter reviews the development of NEO PI-R, as well as personality assessment 
and its role in the selection of postgraduate university students. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
PERSONALITY ASSESSMENT AND POSTGRADUATE SELECTION 
 
Chapter Preview 
Identifying and understanding the factors that predict academic success is crucial for setting 
appropriate admissions criteria for entry into higher education.  Extensive research has been 
conducted to investigate the predictors of academic success in higher education.  In an effort to 
make these predictions, psychologists have developed a range of intellectual, motivational, 
aptitude, achievement, and personality measures (Peggram, 2007).  It is the latter type of measure 
with which this particular study is primarily concerned.   
The chapter will therefore begin with an introduction to personality assessment and the 
various personality assessment methods commonly employed.  This is followed by a brief 
introduction to the personality inventory employed in this study, the NEO PI-R.  The second part 
of the chapter focuses on issues related to selection and admission in postgraduate university 
programmes, with a particular emphasis on the master’s psychology programme.  An overview of 
literature concerning university selection and admissions issues is provided, followed by an 
introduction to the various types of assessment methods employed for the selection and 
admission of students.  The selection procedures carried out by the Psychology Department of the 
higher education institution utilized in this study are outlined, before concluding with a rationale 
for the use of personality assessment as part of the selection and admissions process within 
tertiary education, and master’s psychology programmes, in particular.  
 
Introduction to Personality Assessment 
Personality assessment is often used in organizational, psycho-diagnostic, forensic, and 
educational contexts, among others.  The main purposes for this type of assessment include a 
need to understand the uniqueness of the individual, to identify characteristic strengths and 
weaknesses, and to understand an individual’s typical way of interacting with others and the 
world (de Bruin, 2001).  According to Morris and Maisto (1998), personality assessment is more 
interested in typical behaviour as opposed to best behaviour.   
Personality assessment focuses on a variety of elements including personality traits, dynamic 
motivation, personal adjustment, psychiatric symptomology, social skills, and attitudinal 
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characteristics (Gregory, 2004).  However, with no one universally accepted personality theory or 
definition of personality and many different methods or procedures, it is difficult to gain 
consensus on the most suitable method to assess personality.  However, the interaction between 
personality theories and actual assessment of personality is mutually beneficial, as according to 
Huysamen (1997), progress in one area is dependent on and influences advancement in the other.  
A description of some of the more common methods employed is provided next.     
 
Methods of Personality Assessment 
Methods of personality assessment have been classified in different ways.  While some make 
a distinction between direct versus indirect methods, others refer to informal versus formal 
methods.  Still others merely distinguish between objective and projective methods of personality 
assessment (Vane & Guarnaccia, 1989).  In this section, methods have been broadly categorized 
according to three classifications, namely, behavioural methods, projective techniques, and self-
report objective questionnaires or inventories.  Brief descriptions of each will be provided, before 
focusing on the last category, which is relevant to this particular study.     
 
Behavioural Methods 
Behavioural methods employ non-test techniques such as interviews and behavioural 
observations, as well as more formally derived techniques, such as rating scales and checklists.   
 
Interviews. 
Interviews are one of the oldest and most widely used methods of personality assessment.  
Interviews involve a person-to-person verbal interaction in which the interviewer, through a 
series of questions, attempts to obtain particular information from the interviewee (Aiken, 2000).  
Different types of interviews include the structured, semi-structured and unstructured interview.  
The former make use of a standard set of questions which are asked to all interviewees without 
deviation from the original set of questions.  Semi-structured interviews start with a standard set 
of questions but allow for some deviation according to the responses of the interviewee and the 
needs of the interviewer.  Finally, the unstructured interview requires the interviewer to use their 
clinical judgment in choosing questions to ask.     
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Systematic personality research generally relies on the use of structured interviews, with the 
major advantage being that comparable data is obtained from all interviewees (McKinnon, 2003).  
Although interviews emphasize the verbal content, important non-verbal information can also be 
gained (Oakes, 2003).   
 
Behavioural observations. 
Behavioural observations typically involve an observer taking notes and recording behaviour 
and the way in which individuals tend to respond in a given context. Such observations can occur 
in simulated or natural conditions, with the former often being used to assess how individuals 
behave in specific situations (Murphy & Davidshofer, 1998).  This type of assessment is widely 
employed and is one of the most generally acceptable methods of personality assessment.  
According to Aiken (2000), if interpreted correctly, non-verbal behaviour offers greater insight 
into personality than verbal reports of information. 
 
Checklists and rating scales. 
Rating scales and checklists provide useful ways of summarizing and recording information 
being captured in interviews or during observations (Briscoe, 2002).   
Checklists constitute a list of words or phrases which require a “yes-no” response according 
to their applicability to the individual being assessed.  They can be administered as either a self-
report or observer-report instrument, and are considered to be a simple, cost effective, and fairly 
reliable method of personality assessment (Briscoe, 2002).  A popular checklist of personality 
characteristics, and especially applicable to the study of the Five-Factor Model, is the Adjective 
Check List (Craig & Bivens, 2000).   
Rating scales require individuals to make an evaluative judgment on an ordered series of 
categories.  Both observer- and self-rating scales are available, where the individual is rated 
according to the extent to which they display a certain characteristic or behaviour (Aiken, 2000).  
Although rating scales are advantageous in the fact that they are structured and standardized, they 
are considered to lack the precision of personality inventories, and the depth of projective 
techniques (Aiken, 2000), and are subject to perceptual and rater errors. There are various forms 
of rating scales, including numerical scales, semantic differentials, graphic rating scales, standard 
rating scales, behaviourally anchored scales, and forced choice scales (Aiken, 2000).     
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Projective Techniques 
Projective techniques make use of unstructured, ambiguous stimuli with the aim of revealing 
unconscious or covert personality characteristics (Sadock & Sadock, 2003).  It is assumed that as 
individuals respond to the stimuli, they project their inner feelings and covert needs, desires and 
attitudes into the tasks, revealing important aspects of their personality (Aiken, 2000).  Projective 
techniques tap into the unconscious, and their interpretation is largely influenced by 
psychoanalytical theory (Aiken, 2000).  Well known and commonly used projective techniques 
include the Rorschach Psychodiagnostic Test and the Thematic Apperception Test (TAT).     
Although these measures offer greater depth in revealing personality than more objective 
inventories (Aiken, 2000), one real disadvantage is the lack of standardized scoring systems and 
sets of norms for many of these measures (Vane & Guarnaccia, 1989).  From a psychometric 
point of view, this reduces their validity value as scoring and analysis of responses is dependent 
upon the judgment and experience of the clinician (Vane & Guarnaccia, 1989).       
 
Self-Report Objective Personality Inventories 
Personality inventories are standardized, objective instruments that provide a general 
description of the individual being assessed along one of several dimensions including thoughts, 
feelings, behaviours, and personal characteristics (Murphy & Davidshofer, 1998).  Although 
many personality inventories are self-report instruments, some include an observer-report version.  
They can be administered in group and individual contexts.  Generally these inventories contain 
structured unambiguous items that are scored against objective criteria (Briscoe, 2002).  Most 
personality inventories are based on the view that personality is a manifestation of traits, and that 
the strength of each trait can be measured.  They therefore aim to measure the presence and the 
strength of each of the traits specified (Sternberg, 1995).      
There are various objective personality inventories available that can be classified according 
to two distinct types based on the purpose for which they were originally developed.  The first 
type was primarily designed to identify psychopathology, while the second type was designed to 
assess normal personality characteristics, although there is some test overlap (Callister, 1999).  
Two well known personality inventories designed to detect psychopathology include the 
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory 2 (MMPI-2) and the Millon Clinical Multiaxial 
Inventory.  Some of the more well known measures designed to assess normal personality 
 50
characteristics include the NEO Personality Inventory-Revised (NEO PI-R), the California 
Psychological Inventory (CPI), the Eysenck Personality Inventory (EPI), and the Sixteen 
Personality Factor Questionnaire (16PF).        
Personality inventories are used most often in clinical and research applications (Oakes, 
2003).  Despite being a popular form of personality assessment, personality inventories have 
been criticized on various grounds.  Some of the criticisms as well as the advantages of 
personality inventories are discussed next.   
 
Advantages and disadvantages of objective personality inventories. 
Response sets and response styles pose a major problem for self-report personality 
inventories (de Bruin, 2001).  These measures are open to the falsification of responses to create 
a particular impression.  Common response sets that occur include social desirability and 
dissimulation.  The former refers to the tendency to choose responses to items which are 
perceived to be the most socially appropriate.  Dissimulation refers to the tendency to respond to 
items in a way that presents the individual as being better than what they actually are (faking 
good), or worse than what they actually are (faking bad).  Social desirability and faking good can 
be particularly problematic in cases where personality inventories are used for selection purposes 
(Ballenger et al., 2001), such as in personnel selection or selection for some university 
programmes.  Acquiescence and criticalness are also problematic response sets.  The former 
refers to a tendency to agree rather than disagree, while the latter refers to a tendency to disagree 
more often when uncertain of how best to respond (Kline, 1993).   
Some personality inventories have procedures to identify and correct for these sources of 
invalidity.  However, this is one area in particular where the NEO PI-R continues to be criticized.  
There are those who believe its usefulness in contexts where the measure is used as a selection 
tool is severely compromised due to its lack of appropriate and effective validity scales (Ben-
Porath & Waller, 1992).  This valid concern will be discussed later in the chapter.   
Another problem relates to the readability of personality inventories.  Generally, they require 
a great deal of reading (“Objective/Self Report Personality Inventories”, 2002) and thus, can be 
time consuming to complete.  They also require a certain degree of language proficiency.  Vane 
and Guarnaccia (1989) highlight other challenges, including that test items are open to 
misinterpretation and that test-taking individuals require adequate self-knowledge to provide 
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accurate self-reports.  If these challenges are not properly controlled for, it can render the results 
invalid.  The use of personality inventories can therefore be limited to certain contexts, or 
particular persons or populations.  It is assumed that in this study, participants would have 
adequate levels of language proficiency and self-knowledge, thus reducing the possibility of 
invalid results due to problems with the readability of the NEO PI-R.   
The forced choice format of many personality inventories can result in important information 
being lost, or information becoming distorted as respondents are prevented from elaborating on 
or qualifying their responses.  Items may also contain questions or statements which do not apply 
to the respondent, but require them to choose from one of the fixed choices.  In the present study, 
this difficulty is addressed to some extent as applicants have an opportunity during a personal 
interview to qualify or provide an explanation for why the results may be as they are.      
Despite their limitations, personality inventories have a number of advantages over other 
forms of personality assessment, and remain one of the most economical and practical ways of 
researching personality related issues.    
Firstly, personality inventories are economical as they are easy to administer, and can be 
administered to both individuals and groups.  Secondly, the standardization of these measures 
provides an advantage over the projective techniques, particularly in terms of the accuracy and 
validity of results.  Standardized administration, questions, scoring procedures and normative 
data enhance the objectivity of the assessment and allow for the collection of comparable data 
(Elkonin, Foxcroft, Roodt, & Astbury, 2001).  The objectivity of these measures allows for easier 
and more accurate interpretation, and places fewer interpretative demands on the clinician (Oakes, 
2003).  Finally, personality inventories tend to cover a broad range of personality aspects and are 
based in research (“Objective/Self Report Personality Inventories”, 2002).   
Although there are many different methods of personality assessment available, objective 
personality inventories provide one of the most practical, economical, and psychometrically 
sound ways of gathering data in a research context.  With a wide range of personality inventories 
available, they should be chosen with careful consideration of the sample being used and the 
purpose of the assessment.  The NEO PI-R is a self-report objective personality inventory which 
is based on the FFM of personality.  As the measure of choice in this study, the NEO PI-R is 
discussed next in greater detail.   
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History and Development of the NEO PI-R 
There are numerous assessment measures available to measure the big five personality 
dimensions.  Donnellan, Oswald, Baird, and Lucas (2006) cite some of these measures, including 
the Big Five Inventory (BFI; John & Srivastava, 1999), the International Personality Item Pool 
(IPIP-FFM; Goldberg, 1999), and the Big Five Mini-Markers (Saucier, 1994).  The NEO-Five 
Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI; Costa & McCrae, 1992) and the Adolescent Personal Style 
Inventory (Lounsbury et al., 2003) are two other such measures.  However, the NEO PI-R is one 
of the most well known personality assessment measures designed specifically to operationalize 
the five-factor model of personality (Digman, 1990; McCrae & John, 1992), and is able to assess 
personality at two levels – the narrow specific traits, as well as the five broad domains (Costa & 
McCrae, 1995b).  This measure has a long history of research and development.   
A precursor to the NEO PI and NEO PI-R was the NEO Inventory, which began in 1978, and 
consisted of three domains and 18 facet scales measuring traits related to Neuroticism, 
Extraversion, and Openness.  In 1983, two additional scales, with only 18 items each, measuring 
Agreeableness and Conscientiousness, were included.  This led to the publication of the 
instrument in 1985 as the NEO Personality Inventory (NEO PI).  Later, in 1990, the facet scales 
for Agreeableness and Conscientiousness were completed and a few minor changes were made to 
the original three domains, resulting in the publication of the Revised NEO Personality Inventory, 
or NEO PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 1992a).  These changes in the format of the measure resulted in 
updated empirical evidence on the functioning of the measure and improved its utility (Costa & 
McCrae, 1997).  Before describing the steps taken in scale construction, it is important to 
understand the research context in which the measure is based.     
 
The Research Context and Samples 
The majority of the research using the NEO PI that aided the development of the NEO PI-R 
was conducted in the USA on two longitudinal samples. However, various other samples have 
also played an important role in scale construction and the development of norms.   
The Normative Aging Study (NAS): This sample consisted of over 2000 male veterans, the 
majority of whom were white.  The volunteers demonstrated good physical and mental health and 
geographic stability and were well represented across all socioeconomic statuses except the 
lowest.  In general, this sample could be considered to be broadly representative of normal adult 
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males.  The original three factor NEO Inventory was developed based on research conducted on 
this sample (Costa & McCrae, 1992a).   
The Augmented Baltimore Longitudinal Study of Aging (ABLSA): The Baltimore 
Longitudinal Study of Aging (BLSA) was a research programme run by the National Institute of 
Aging.  This sample consisted of well educated individuals, the majority being male, working in 
or retired from professional, scientific, and managerial occupations.  In 1978 the study was 
expanded to include women.  In 1980 the NEO Inventory was introduced into the test battery. 
Due to only a small number of women being represented in the sample, the spouses of the BLSA 
were invited to join, forming the Augmented Baltimore Longitudinal Study of Aging (ABLSA).  
This augmented sample included about 400 males and 300 females (Costa & McCrae, 1992a).  
The Peer Sample: This sample was originally developed in 1983 when members of the 
ABLSA were requested to nominate friends or neighbours who could provide peer ratings that 
were then used to develop norms for Form R.  In 1990, some of these original raters were re-
contacted and added to a sample of nominated raters from more recently recruited BLSA 
participants.  There was good similarity between these two groups of raters.  Data from 
approximately 300 raters were included in the development of norms for Form R of the NEO PI-
R (Costa & McCrae, 1992a).   
The Employment Sample: This sample differed from the BLSA sample upon which the NEO 
PI-R was originally developed.  Firstly, participants were younger, with many in their twenties.  
Secondly, fewer participants had advanced degrees, although the majority had graduated from 
high school.  Finally, the sample had a higher proportion of non-white subjects, with 21% being 
black and 10% representing other minority groups.  Although research focused on job 
performance, participants were assured that the results would not be used for any performance 
evaluations.  With over 1800 participants, data from the NEO PI and supplementary scales were 
used to develop the Agreeableness and Conscientiousness facet scales (Costa & McCrae, 1992a).   
Other Samples: Both Form S and Form R have been used in many other samples.  Data to 
assess test-retest reliability were gathered from a group of patients with psoriasis.  Data has been 
collected from several clinical samples aiding research in the practical uses of the measure in 
psychology and psychiatry.  Finally, various student samples have been used to develop college-
age norms (Costa & McCrae, 1992a).          
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Norming of the NEO PI-R 
Wolfaardt (2001) defines a norm as “a measurement against which the individual’s raw score 
is evaluated so that the individual’s position relative to that of the normative sample can be 
determined” (p. 58).  The NEO PI-R was originally normed on the American population with 
norms for adult and college-age individuals being derived.  The adult norms were used in this 
study, and are therefore the focus of this section.    
The normative sample of the NEO PI-R is based on three different sub samples from within 
the American population.  The first sample includes 405 men and women from the ABLSA who 
completed the new items of the NEO PI-R in 1989 and 1990.  The second sample is also derived 
from the ABLSA, and had individuals complete the computerized version of the NEO PI-R in 
1989 and 1991.  Finally, the third sample includes 1 539 men and women from a national study 
on job performance.  Despite differences in the time of the administration and the administration 
conditions among the three samples, personality scores across the three groups were highly 
comparable.  Finally, a fourth sample was used, made up of 500 men and 500 women randomly 
selected from the original three samples (Costa & McCrae, 1992a).  .   
Unfortunately, norms have yet to be created for the South African population.  Currently, the 
American norms are used within the South African context for the English version of the test.     
 
Steps in Scale Construction 
Both lexical and personality questionnaire traditions were used in the development of the 
NEO PI-R, as were both rational and factor analytic strategies.  Numerous guidelines and 
principles were employed throughout this development process.  These will be discussed in 
greater detail as they pertain to each of the development stages.   
Throughout the history of personality trait assessment numerous attempts to identify different 
levels of trait specificity have been made. At a conceptual level this has usually been done using 
a bottom-up hierarchical structure whereby discrete behaviours combine to form specific traits, 
and covarying traits then combine to form broader dimensions of personality.  Guilford, Cattell, 
and Eysenck all adopted this type of hierarchical structure.  However, this type of bottom-up 
structure presents several challenges, including the identification of the initial item pool.  In the 
development of the NEO PI-R, a top-down approach was employed in an attempt to minimize 
some of the challenges presented by the bottom-up approach (Costa & McCrae, 1995b).     
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Qualities thought to be important were chosen and defined as theoretical constructs, before 
being operationalized through sets of items intended to tap the constructs (Costa & McCrae, 
1992a).  The broadest and most pervasive themes that reoccurred in personality measures were 
identified first (Costa & McCrae, 1992a; Costa & McCrae, 1995b).  These included Eysenck’s 
Extraversion and Neuroticism (identified by Wiggins in 1968 as the Big Two), and an additional 
theme, Openness, identified by Costa and McCrae in 1978, with Agreeableness and 
Conscientiousness being added later.  These broad themes were called domains, and were defined 
as “multifaceted collections of specific cognitive, affective, and behavioural tendencies that 
might be grouped in many different ways” (Costa & McCrae, 1995b, p. 23).   
Through the use of carefully constructed sentences and phrases the domains were sharply 
defined and nuanced, resulting in the development of six facet scales for each of the domains.  A 
modified rational approach was used to construct the scales, meaning that constructs were 
identified after which items were written in such a way that, if answered in the keyed direction, 
would infer the presence of the underlying trait.  This approach assumes that individuals will 
respond honestly, an assumption which still raises contentious issues regarding the validity of the 
NEO PI-R.  However, the use of the rational scales approach was based on research by Hase and 
Goldberg (1967) suggesting that it works as well or better than other approaches to scale 
construction, as well as on findings from the item factor analysis that suggested individuals 
respond to the obvious content of the items (cited in Costa & McCrae, 1992b).   
Facet scales refer to the lower level traits corresponding to each of the domain groupings. 
Numerous guidelines were considered in the development of the facet scales.  Firstly, facet scales 
are intended to provide more information than the undifferentiated domain scales and should thus 
be mutually exclusive, and represent elements in the domain which covary closely.  Therefore, 
factor analyses of items within the domains were conducted. Secondly, the content of the scales 
should be of comparable scope and breadth.  Thirdly, the facets should be based in psychological 
literature as far as possible (Costa & McCrae, 1995b).  Therefore, constructs that tended to 
reoccur in the personality literature were judged to be important to personality psychologists and 
were thus selected to be part of the NEO PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 1992b).    
Each domain is the sum of its six facet scales.  The number six was chosen for two main 
reasons.  Firstly, Costa and McCrae felt it necessary to make at least that many distinctions, but 
were wary that more than six might result in intellectual overload.  Secondly, they took heed of 
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research regarding factor analysis by Gorsuch (1974) that suggested at least five or six salient 
variables per factor were required to replicate factors and thus produce a replicable structure 
(cited in Costa & McCrae, 1995b).              
Once items had been developed they were administered to large samples and responses to the 
items, factor analyzed.  Although item analysis began with a set of rationally constructed items, 
basic principles of psychometrics were applied for the final selection of items.  Items were 
selected based on their factor loadings and according to the requirement for a balanced set of 
positively and negatively keyed items in the scale (Costa & McCrae, 1992b).   
Early on in the development of the NEO PI-R a parallel form, Form R, was developed to 
validate the self-report scales, or Form S.  Form R provided an alternative method of assessment 
to self-report, relying on observer-report assessment.  Over time, Form R has become useful in its 
own right (Costa & McCrae, 1992a).  Finally, much attention and research has been devoted to 
the construct validity of the facet and domain scales of NEO PI-R.  Construct validation studies 
have played an important role in the development of the measure as well as in refining the 
interpretation of the scales (Costa & McCrae, 1992a).    The psychometric properties of the scale 
are discussed in greater depth in Chapter Four.   
 
Validity Scales and the NEO PI-R 
Validity scales indicate the extent to which the responses of a testee on a personality 
inventory are a valid reflection of their psychological functioning.  These scales are designed to 
detect results which have been distorted through response sets.  Despite its popularity, a major 
criticism of the NEO PI-R has been the absence of scales to detect invalid response sets.  The 
inclusion of validity scales in the NEO PI-R continues to be a contentious issue.  It is however, an 
issue that is important in the context of this particular study, as the invalid response set, faking 
good, is likely to be a particular challenge in the context of academic programme selection.  Both 
arguments for and against the inclusion of validity scales in the NEO PI-R are briefly discussed.   
The authors of the NEO PI-R are insistent that the exclusion of validity scales from the NEO 
PI-R was a deliberate decision, based on several lines of reasoning and evidence which will be 
briefly reviewed now.  Firstly, Costa and McCrae (1992b) highlight several studies providing 
evidence that self-reports of patients are generally trustworthy, thus eliminating the need for 
additional validity scales.   
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Secondly, they argue that validity scales do not necessarily improve validity, but rather, that 
they can at times be counterproductive.  In support of this argument, Costa and McCrae (1992b) 
highlight various studies in which the validity of self-reports was reduced through the use of 
validity scales (Wrobel & Lachar, 1982; McCrae, 1986; McCrae & Costa, 1983).  Furthermore, 
they highlight the fact that most validity scales are unable to accurately distinguish between 
individuals who fake good and those who honestly report desirable characteristics.  Although, in 
the case of distortion in the negative direction, this may be an important reflection on a 
disordered personality (Morey et al, 2002).       
Costa and McCrae (1992b) also point out that the use of validity scales to outwit a patient 
could have negative consequences for developing rapport.  They suggest that attempts to explain 
the use of the measure and to elicit co-operation, interest and trust, are more likely to improve 
validity than any attempts to evaluate or correct for protocol invalidity.  Finally, Costa and 
McCrae (1992b) warn against using any assessment device as the only source of information.  
Information from the NEO PI-R should thus, be interpreted in the context of other supplemental 
information.   
Despite these valid arguments from Costa and McCrae (1992b) for the exclusion of validity 
scales, they do not deny occasions when self-reports may be untrustworthy.  In the case of 
particular circumstances where patients may be unco-operative, cognitively impaired or have 
powerful incentives to distort self-presentation, Costa and McCrae (1992b) state the following:  
 
We think it is unlikely that useful information will be obtained from self-reports 
in such cases, with or without the use of corrections, and this was one of the 
major reasons we developed and validated the observer rating form of the NEO-
PI (p. 8). 
 
It should be noted that the NEO PI-R does contain some validity checks, although these 
are construed by many critics as being too simple.  Costa and McCrae (1992a) have included 
on the answer sheet of the NEO PI-R, 3 direct questions that ask the testee if they have 
answered the questions honestly, if they have answered all the questions, and answered them 
in the correct place.  In addition, the item scoring direction has been balanced to detect both 
acquiescence and nay-saying.  A few checks are also in place to detect random sampling. 
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As a guideline to screen for both acquiescence and nay-saying, Costa and McCrae (1992a) 
suggest adding the number of agree and strongly agree responses across all items.  Scores of 
150 or in excess may be influenced by acquiescence and should be interpreted with caution, 
while 50 or fewer responses of agree or strongly agree may indicate nay-saying and should 
also be interpreted with caution.  In terms of random sampling, Costa and McCrae (1992a) 
suggest the following responses would invalidate the results of the NEO PI-R:  
• Answering strongly disagree to more than 6 consecutive items 
• Answering disagree to more than 9 consecutive items   
• Answering neutral to more than 10 consecutive items 
• Answering agree to more than 14 consecutive items 
• Answering strongly agree to more than 9 consecutive items  
While Costa and McCrae (1997) continue to insist that there is no need to include validity 
scales in the NEO PI-R, there are those who argue that these scales could be beneficial 
(Ballenger et al., 2001; Morey et al., 2002), and that they are even necessary (Ben-Porath & 
Waller, 1992).  This sentiment is particularly strong in situations where testees may be 
motivated to misrepresent themselves, such as in selection procedures, or more clinical 
settings such as child custody or court cases.  While Costa and McCrae (1992b) provided 
substantial evidence to support their line of reasoning, there also appears to be a substantial 
amount of evidence suggesting the negative consequences of response sets for validity, and 
the potential use of validity scales to overcome these challenges.   
Ben-Porath and Waller (1992) assert that essential to any clinical assessment is the 
evaluation of the quality of data gained from the assessment.  Response sets are a very real 
challenge facing personality assessments and the validity thereof.  Numerous studies have 
found evidence that personality test results can be manipulated to create the desired 
impression.  Research suggests that the NEO Five Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI), a shorter 
version of the NEO PI-R, is fakeable (Furnham, 1997; Paulhus, Bruce, & Trapnell, 1995, 
Scandell & Wlazelek, 1996).  Studies using the NEO PI-R have also shown that faking good 
response sets can distort results (Caldwell-Andrews, Baer, & Berry, 2000; Topping & 
Gorman, 1997).   According to Barrick and Mount (1996), the transparency of the NEO PI-R 
items compounds the problem of response sets.  The measure is susceptible to being faked as 
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it asks directly about the constructs it attempts to tap, thereby making it is easier to 
manipulate the item responses.     
Through their argument that there is no evidence supporting the usefulness of correction 
adjustments through validity scales, Costa and McCrae (1992a) imply that validity of the 
NEO PI-R is not compromised by socially desirable response bias (Marshall, de Fruyt, 
Rolland, & Bagby, 2005).  However evidence from various studies suggests otherwise.  
Research by Caldwell-Andrews et al. (2000) suggests that both faking good and faking bad 
may threaten the criterion-related validity of the NEO PI-R.  Some studies focusing on 
factorial validity also suggest that socially desirable responses affect the validity of other 
personality measures assessing the FFM (Schmit & Ryan, 1993).  There are of course, studies 
that contradict this evidence (Smith & Ellingson, 2002).   Marshall et al. (2005) found no 
evidence of an altered factor structure of the NEO PI-R.  Unfortunately, empirical findings 
regarding the stability of the NEO PI-R structure in assessment contexts where social 
desirability may be present are still unclear (Marshal et al., 2005).  This is clearly an area that 
requires further research. 
 
The Development of Validity Scales for the NEO PI-R 
Amidst the ongoing contention regarding validity scales for the NEO PI-R, various 
attempts have been made to develop such scales.  Ross, Bailey, and Millis (1997) developed a 
multivariate function consisting of four facets scales from the NEO PI-R.  The facet scales 
included Impulsiveness, Assertiveness, Dutifulness, and Straightforwardness, and were 
selected according to their expected sensitivity and specificity for identifying fake-good and 
honest protocols.  The multivariate model was applied to a sample of college students who 
were requested to each provide one protocol with faking good responses and another with 
honest responding (Ross et al., 1997).  Findings showed that the multivariate model correctly 
classified 86.5% of the fake-good protocols and 88% of the honest protocols.    
Schinka, Kinder, and Kremer (1997) also developed a set of research scales that aim to 
measure response distortion on the NEO PI-R.  The set of scales consists of three scales, each 
of which identifies a different type of response set. The Inconsistency Scale (INC) assesses 
random responding.  The remaining two scales, Positive Presentation Management (PPM) 
and Negative Presentation Management (NPM), assess tendencies to present oneself in an 
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overly positive or negative manner, respectively. The latter two scales were developed from 
items on the NEO PI-R which were selected based on statistical methods and item content 
analysis.  The INC scale was derived using item pairs that were significantly correlated.  
These scales developed by Schinka et al. (1997) have received the most research attention.   
Research by Schinka et al. (1997) provided initial support for the internal consistency and 
validity of the research validity scales for the NEO PI-R, although they were unable to 
provide definitive information regarding the operating mechanisms of the scales.  Other 
studies using samples of military recruits (Rolland, Parker, & Stumpf, 1998) and college 
students (Caldwell-Andrews et al., 2000), also provide support for the use of the Schinka et al. 
(1997) validity scales.  However, findings from studies using a sample of married couples 
(McCrae, Stone, Fagan, & Costa, 1998) and a sample of volunteers (Piedmont, McCrae, 
Riemann, & Angleitner, 2000) argued against the usefulness of the validity scales.  A study 
by Ballenger et al., (2001) produced mixed results regarding the validity scales’ ability to 
discriminate between standard and fake-good profiles in the study.  It is clear from the 
research literature that although the validity scales developed by Schinka et al. (1997) may 
provide some promise for their future use, further research is still required.   
The first section of this chapter has provided an introduction to personality assessment 
and an overview of the various methods of personality assessment, with particular emphasis 
on the use of objective personality inventories.  The history and development of the NEO PI-
R was briefly outlined, along with some of the advantages and disadvantages accompanying 
the use of this measure.  The next section in this chapter focuses on selection and admissions 
issues related to postgraduate programmes, and in particular, the use of personality 
assessment in selection procedures for the master’s psychology programme.   
 
Selection and Admission into Master’s University Programmes 
Knowing about and understanding the factors that influence academic success have important 
implications for learning and education as a whole, with particular implications for student 
admissions and selection into tertiary education programmes. Such information is able to aid the 
selection of potentially successful students, and identify potentially at risk students for specific 
academic programmes.  
 61
Admissions criteria and procedures can be referred to as the “vehicles used for the decision-
making process” (Seymour, 2002, p. 12) undertaken at tertiary education institutions aiding 
access into academic programmes.  Generally, these admissions criteria guide certain predictions 
that are made about the potential for the applicant to succeed in the given academic programme.  
The validity of these decisions is dependent upon the predictive power of the admissions criteria 
and the variables used to operationalize these criteria.  It is therefore important to understand how 
the admissions criteria and the variables used in selection relate to academic success in the given 
academic programme.   
Traditionally, across both undergraduate and postgraduate programmes, cognitive variables 
have always received the greatest amount of attention as predictors of academic success.  
However, there appears to be a call towards the use of non-cognitive indicators to augment the 
cognitive indicators, particularly in the area of postgraduate education (Kyllonen, Walters, & 
Kaufman, 2005).  Generally, postgraduate psychology programmes have included non-cognitive 
variables as part of their admissions criteria in an attempt to identify not only academically 
capable students, but also students capable of developing into effective counsellors and clinicians.      
 
Contemporary Admission Procedures in Master’s Psychology Programmes 
With large numbers of students applying for entry into postgraduate psychology programmes 
each year and only limited space available, psychology departments continually search for 
meaningful criteria upon which to base the selection of candidates.  According to Ametrano and 
Stickell (2001), “making admissions decisions involves determining criteria for who has the 
potential to become a counselor” (p.55).  Students in these programmes are expected to develop 
academically, professionally, and personally (Leverett-Main, 2004). It is important that students 
selected are able to cope with the often highly competitive context, academic demands, rigorous 
training schedules, and emotionally demanding aspects of these programmes.   
With requirements for academic, professional, and personal development, programmes 
aiming to develop well-rounded professional psychologists should evaluate success at various 
levels using academic, clinical, and personal criteria.  It follows that if these criteria are used to 
evaluate success, then selection procedures should operationalize these in some way to admit 
students based on their academic, clinical, and personal skills (Daehnert and Carter, 1987).  The 
Council for Accreditation of Counseling and Related Educational Programs (CACREP) in the 
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United States asserts that admissions criteria and selection procedures “should consider qualities 
such as the applicant’s potential success in forming interpersonal relationships; aptitude for 
graduate level study; and openness to self-examination and personal and professional 
development” (Council for Accreditation of Counseling and Related Educational Programs, 1994, 
Section V.K).  However, finding reliable and appropriate methods to assess these characteristics 
has proved to be difficult.  Hayes (1997) noted that no clear guidelines for choosing the most 
appropriate and effective screening methods existed.   
Although admission criteria and selection procedures have tended to vary widely across 
programmes, traditionally, academic or cognitive measures have always played a dominant role 
in the selection process (Daehnert & Carter, 1987; Smaby, et al., 2005).  In America, 
Undergraduate Grade Point Average (GPA) and Graduate Record Examination (GRE) scores 
were identified as two of the most common and important variables in admission criteria (Pope & 
Kline, 1999).  There are however, some who suggest that these are not good predictors of 
counselling performance (Camp & Clawson, 1979; Markert & Monke, 1990; Young, 1986).  
Bradey and Post (1991) also found little evidence to support academic criteria as predictors of 
counsellor competence.  They recommended that effective methods be developed to evaluate 
criteria such as interpersonal competence, openness to professional self-development, and 
openness to the values and opinions of others.  Rogers (1969, 1970) also rejected the use of 
academic criteria, suggesting that admissions criteria evaluate intelligence or problem-solving 
ability, empathic skills and curiosity.  In an attempt to evaluate non-academic predictors, many 
programmes have included the use of other, more subjective, assessment methods such as 
personal interviews, letters of recommendation, and personal goal statements.  However, 
according to Markert and Monke (1990), these also have limited reliability.     
Over the years, postgraduate psychology programmes have attempted to define reliable 
methods for predicting the clinical success of individuals seeking access into these programmes.  
Various methods of assessment to identify the indicators of academic success and counsellor 
competence have been used with varying degrees of accuracy within the admissions process.  
Some of the most common methods are discussed next.   
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Common Master’s Selection Assessment Methods 
Although there is agreement that both academic and non-academic admission criteria are 
essential as part of the screening process for postgraduate psychology applicants, research on 
academic variables has been far more conclusive than research on the non-academic variables 
(Hosford, Johnson, & Atkinson, 1984).  There are many different assessment methods that can be 
used to obtain both the cognitive and non-cognitive variables that predict academic success.  
While academic ability plays a central role as a cognitive variable, non-cognitive variables 
include motivation, experience, attitude, study habits, and personality.  There are many different 
ways to measure these variables, some of which are discussed next.  
 
Cognitive assessment methods.  
As mentioned earlier, of the cognitive indicators predicting academic success, one of the most 
commonly used predictors in postgraduate studies is still undergraduate performance (Rem, Oren, 
& Childrey, 1987, Smaby et al., 2005).  Of the 428 counselor education programmes in the 
United States surveyed by Hollis and Dodson (2000), about half of the programmes offered a 
community counselling degree at a postgraduate level, two thirds of which required a minimum 
GPA, and one third of which required minimum GRE or Miller Analogy Test (MAT) scores.  
Research on the predictive power of these test scores for academic success in postgraduate 
studies has resulted in mixed results over the years.     
Abedi (1991) found undergraduate GPA to be a poor predictor of postgraduate academic 
performance, while McKee, Mallory, and Campbell (2001) found that 40% of the variability in 
graduate GPA was accounted for by undergraduate GPA and GRE scores.  Morrison and 
Morrison (1995) examined studies correlating GRE Verbal and Quantitative scores to graduate 
GPA and found that only 6% of the variability of graduate GPA was accounted for by GRE 
scores.  Kuncel, Hezlett, and Ones (2001) found more moderate correlations between GRE scores 
and academic outcomes, while Morrow (1993) found that the GRE Verbal, Quantitative, and 
Analytical scores were significantly correlated with graduate GPA.  There appears to be growing 
consensus that while GPA and GRE scores may be useful for predicting academic success, they 
are less useful for predicting a student’s ability to acquire counselling skills.   
A South African based study found that academic criteria still played a vital role in the 
selection of master’s psychology students (Cerrai, 1997).  Of the 10 universities who participated, 
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70% considered the Honours mark to be vital, with 20% and 10% considering it to be important 
and desirable, respectively.  A further 10% reported that the undergraduate record was considered 
vital, while 50% and 30% considered it to be important and desirable, respectively.  Prerequisite 
courses, research, and awards also held some importance, with 60% of the universities 
considering these to be either important or desirable.     
 Another fairly objective assessment method is in the form of psychological cognitive tests.  
Such tests may include intelligence tests, language tests or problem-solving tests, for example.  
These tests are likely to be chosen according to the needs of the academic programme in question.        
 
 Letters of recommendation and referee reports. 
Letters of recommendation and referee reports are among the most commonly used 
assessment methods for selection purposes in postgraduate psychology programmes, including 
masters and doctoral programmes (Bradey & Post, 1991).  In the South African based study by 
Cerrai (1997), this type of assessment method was used by 80% of the psychology departments 
sampled.  Although various research studies have supported the usefulness of letters of 
recommendation and referee reports in selecting successful graduate students (Boxley, Drew, & 
Rangel, 1986; Purdy, Reinehr, & Swartz, 1989), Bradey and Post (1991) concluded that this form 
of assessment has not been consistently predictive of counselling competence.  Research by Rem 
et al. (1987), and Baxter, Brock, Hill, and Rozelle (1981) found letters of recommendation to be 
highly subjective and unreliable.     
The use of letters of recommendation and referee reports have been criticized on various 
grounds.  Some feel that these reports may often merely reflect an applicant’s academic abilities 
which could be evaluated simply through their academic record (Nevid & Gildea, 1984).  
Secondly, information provided regarding the applicant’s personality characteristics is also 
questionable since these reports are often completed by academic staff who have had limited 
personal contact with the applicant.  Finally, some have complained that these reports are 
generally positive and do not differentiate between applicants (Nelson, Canada, & Lancaster, 
2003).  It seems that structural changes to the way in which the letter/report is set out can aid its 
usefulness.  One psychology programme reported that letters of recommendation had become 
more useful since the inception of a more structured form that listed characteristics and 
behaviours for referees to rate (Nelson et al., 2003).   
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    Interviews. 
Along with letters of recommendation and referee reports, interviews are also one of the most 
common methods of assessment in the selection of postgraduate psychology students (Nelson et 
al., 2003).  Cerrai (1997) found that all 10 South African universities participating in the study 
made use of personal interviews.   
In addition to providing information through questions and discussion, interviews can also 
provide insight into verbal skills, interpersonal skills, processing skills, and confidence.  One of 
the major disadvantages is that validity and reliability can be compromised by the biases of the 
interviewer (Berg, 1998).  In addition, interviews are time- and labour-intensive, and the data 
collected are not considered appropriate for most forms of statistical analyses, making it difficult 
to verify the validity of the selection decisions made (Drew, Hardman, & Hart, 1996).   
Despite numerous studies on the use of interviews as a selection tool, results have been mixed.  
Nevid and Gildea (1984) found that interviews were more reliable than academic factors in 
predicting clinical ability. Rickard and Clements (1986) found the opposite, concluding that 
interviews provided no prediction of clinical abilities.  According to a study by Bradey and Post 
(1991), interviews do not predict counselling competence consistently.    
 
Portfolios. 
Another method of assessment used in admissions decisions is the portfolio, which refers to a 
compilation of personal reflections by the applicant on their goals, characteristics, attitudes, 
values, skills, and past achievements (Hagedorn & Nora, 1996).  This type of assessment method 
was introduced into postgraduate selection in an effort to create a more holistic approach to 
admissions (Hagedorn & Nora, 1996; Sutherland & Peckham, 1998).  However, this method is 
subjective in nature and lacks comparability in its contents, thereby severely restricting its ability 
to obtain empirical predictive evidence (Seymour, 2002). 
In terms of a portfolio, psychology programmes often make use of personal or career goal 
statements, autobiographies and evidence of work or research experience.  However, there 
appears to be little research conducted on the effectiveness of these criteria in identifying 
potentially successful candidates for psychology programmes.  
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Situational testing. 
According to Drummond (1996), situational testing, a form of controlled observation, has 
also been used for admissions purposes.  In this method, the applicant is requested to complete a 
series of tasks related to the competencies required, and is evaluated according to both the 
solution and processes used to complete the task.  Cerrai (1997) reported that 70% of the 
universities sampled used situational testing in the form of group work, while 50% made use of 
role plays as part of their selection process.  While this method has the benefit of identifying 
personality characteristics, problem-solving processes, practical application, and cognitive ability, 
difficulties arise with the data collected.  The data generated have undesirable statistical 
properties, a limited range of values, and are generally unreliable with regard to validity and 
fairness (Brown, 1983).   
 
Personal characteristics. 
 Finally, various personal characteristics are often assessed and given importance in the 
selection process of postgraduate psychology students.  Personal criteria range widely and can 
include an individual’s ability to cope with stress, their motivation, values, general interpersonal 
skills, specific career interests, career maturity, physical handicaps, age, and general interests, as 
well as personality characteristics and signs of psychopathology.  In contexts where equity and 
transformation are an issue, even gender and race can play a role. 
The South African based study by Cerrai (1997) found that biographical variables had some 
influence on the probability of being selected for more than half of the universities partaking in 
the study.  Race, gender, age and university where Honours degree was obtained influenced, and 
in some cases, even determined selection (Cerrai, 1997).  These findings were in contrast to 
findings from an earlier study, which concluded that biographical variables such as gender, home 
language, and the university where the applicant’s Honours degree was obtained had no bearing 
on selection and admissions decisions (Mauer, 1980).   
One of the more common personal characteristics often more formally assessed is that of 
personality.  A search of the available literature revealed numerous studies conducted during the 
1960’s and 1970s attempting to identify personality characteristics useful in predicting counsellor 
effectiveness (Allen, 1967; Berger, 1959; Daehnert & Carter, 1987; Frayn, 1968; Omizo, Ward, 
& Michael, 1979; Wicus & Mahan, 1966).  Interest in this area appeared to wane during the 
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1980s and early 1990s.  However, there has been renewed interest in the predictive potential of 
personality for academic success in the higher education context, including the usefulness of 
personality characteristics in identifying effective counsellors (Ajanta, 2002; Ault, 2001; Miller, 
1996; Pope, 1996; Shipp-Nelson, 2000; Weaver, 2000; Williams, 1999). 
Although results for personality as a predictor of academic success and counsellor 
effectiveness have been mixed, more recent findings are pointing towards its usefulness.  
Daehnert and Carter (1987) investigated various predictors of success in a clinical psychology 
graduate programme.  They included as predictors, GPA, aptitude, personality and vocational 
interest measures, letters of recommendation, and biographical/educational information.  Their 
results revealed that personality variables provided the most meaningful findings.   
Using the MMPI-2 to measure personality, Williams (1999) examined the relationship 
between personality characteristics, family of origin and counsellor trainee effectiveness.  He 
concluded that certain personality characteristics can be used to predict counselling effectiveness.  
Weaver (2000) made use of the California Personality Inventory (CPI) to measure specific 
personality dimensions and their relationship to counsellor effectiveness.  She found that GPA 
and GRE scores did not contribute to predicting counsellor effectiveness, but that personal 
variables significantly improved these predictions. 
Traditionally, cognitive variables such as undergraduate performance have been used to 
predict success at a postgraduate level.  However, there is a strong move towards including 
various non-cognitive variables in the assessment criteria for postgraduate selection.  In this 
section a wide variety of assessment methods measuring both cognitive and non-cognitive 
variables for postgraduate psychology selection purposes were introduced.  Many of the 
assessment methods provide valuable qualitative data on the various admissions criteria.  
However, it appears that these methods are implemented and interpreted in different ways across 
programmes.  Tekian (1998) asserts that there is some danger in this, as, when qualitative data are 
used in selection processes in an unorganized manner, it increases the potential for subjective bias 
to play a role in the admissions process.  The next section briefly highlights the selection 
procedures employed for the master’s psychology programmes at the higher education institution 
where the present study was conducted.       
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Selection Procedures for a Specific South African Master’s Psychology Programme 
As in the United States, admissions criteria and selection procedures for psychology master’s 
programmes in South Africa vary widely (Cerrai, 1997; Louw & Fouché, 2001).  This is partly 
due to the fact that psychology departments hold different ideologies, subscribe to different 
schools of psychology, and emphasize different training objectives.  All of this in turn influences 
the type of qualities, abilities, and skills sought out in an applicant, and how performance is 
evaluated.         
Every year the Department of Psychology at the higher education institution utilized receives 
over 200 applications for its psychology master’s programmes.  The university offers numerous 
programmes including a Clinical Psychology, Counselling Psychology, Educational Psychology 
and Research Psychology programme.  Each of these programmes is completed over a minimum 
period of two years and includes coursework, a treatise and a 12-month internship.  More recently, 
the Psychology Department has introduced a 1-year Research Psychology programme which 
consists of a dissertation only.   
Due to the intensive training programme offered in the coursework programmes and the staff 
infrastructure available, as well as the availability of suitable internship training sites, the 
Department of Psychology is limited to accepting only between 15 and 20 applicants across all 
coursework disciplines each year.  A stringent screening process is therefore necessary to reduce 
the applicants from over 200 to a final number of around 15-20.  The selection of applicants 
therefore takes place over a process comprising two rounds.  All psychology staff and 
representatives from the intern training sites are involved in the selection process (“Selection 
Criteria”, n.d.).   
 
First Round  
In the first round of selection a short-listing panel comprising three senior staff members 
independently evaluates and rates each applicant according to the application documents 
available in their file.  Each applicant’s file contains an application form, which includes 
descriptions regarding research, work, and life experiences; a full academic record; three referee 
reports; and a written autobiography.  The ratings provided by each of the three members of the 
panel for each applicant are averaged and then ranked to produce a short-list of 40 of the highest 
ranked applicants.  The ranked list is first presented to the full complement of staff for 
 69
endorsement before short-listed applicants are contacted.  The Department of Psychology 
(“Selection Criteria”, n.d.) provided the following criteria upon which short-listing ratings are 
based: 
 
Academic performance. 
Academic performance is considered to be the most important variable in the selection 
process and holds the greatest weighting at 50% of the total rating available.  Only applicants 
with an aggregate mark of 60% or better for fourth year studies are considered.  Applicants are 
rated on a 3-point scale, which follows. 
1 2 3 
60-69% 70-74% 75% > 
 
Referee reports. 
Referees are asked to rate applicants on a wide variety of variables with ratings ranging from 
below average to outstanding.  An opportunity to provide additional comments about the 
applicant is also provided.  At least two of the three referee reports required must be completed 
by an academic.  Referee reports are rated on a 3-point scale as follows: 
1 2 3 
One positive report Two positive reports Three positive reports 
 
Autobiography. 
Applicants are also required to submit a written autobiography of several pages in which they 
must describe their life events to date and motivate for their choice of psychology as a profession.  
The rationale behind the use of the autobiography is that this type of assessment method is 
helpful in identifying areas of concern.  Again, a 3-point scale is used to rate the autobiography: 
1 2 3 
Significant concern Some concern No concern 
 
Work experience. 
On the application form applicants are requested to provide details of their work experience 
and community involvement.  This is also rated on a 3-point scale: 
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1 2 3 
Student-related activities 
(e.g. practical course related 
activities) 
Psychological part-time 
activities (e.g. Lifeline, 
volunteer work) 
More extensive work 
experience 
 
Black African language. 
In terms of macro-environmental factors, the Department of Psychology is aware of its 
responsibility to contribute to transformation within the profession and increase the relevancy of 
the profession.  With this in mind, applicants are also rated in their proficiency in one of the 
official black African languages.  Again, a 3-point scale is used: 
1 2 3 
Anilingual 
(English or Afrikaans)  
Bilingual 
(English and Afrikaans) 
Black African language  
as a home language 
 
Second Round 
As part of the second round of selection, short-listed applicants are invited to continue in the 
selection process and are required to attend a formal assessment session as well as a personal 
interview.  The assessment session is an intense process whereby applicants are requested to 
complete two personality assessments, one practical counselling skills-related task and a 
research-related exercise.  
 
Assessment tasks. 
As part of the personality assessment applicants complete a computerized MMPI-2 and a 
pencil-and-paper NEO PI-R.  The rationale behind using two personality assessment measures is 
based on the differing purposes of each measure.  The MMPI-2 is designed to identify 
psychopathology, while the NEO PI-R is designed to describe normal personality characteristics.    
Although there is merit in the argument that the presence of a degree of personal pathology 
(Sachs, 1947; Sharpe, 1947) or personal suffering (Sussman, 1992) may enhance the functioning 
of a psychologist, it is also true that personal pathology in a greater degree would be undesirable 
for any psychologist-in-training.  It is therefore important that in the presence of smaller degrees 
of personal pathology, applicants have intact egos with no signs of psychotic or antisocial 
tendencies, nor significant addictions or perversions (Sachs, 1947).  The purpose of the MMPI-2 
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within the selection process is therefore to identify any “abnormal” personality characteristics 
that would be considered undesirable and would compromise effectiveness as a psychologist-in-
training, and later as a practitioner.   
The NEO PI-R has a different purpose in the selection process.  It is used to understand 
normal functioning, specifically within interpersonal contexts.  The information is used to 
ascertain particular personality styles in areas such as personal well-being, defenses, impulse 
control, interests, interpersonal interactions, activity, attitudes, learning, and character (G. 
Howcroft, personal communication, 28 March, 2008).  Through this, the NEO PI-R is able to 
highlight possible areas of concern or areas for further exploration.  In particular, coping styles 
and aspects of personality that may impact on clinical practice are sought out (D. Elkonin, 
personal communication, 28 March, 2008).   
Furthermore, the NEO PI-R is used as a confirmatory tool in the selection process.  Not only 
is it used in tandem with the MMPI-2, to confirm similarities and highlight contradictions, but it 
is also used to confirm particular aspects gained from the other assessment methods such as the 
autobiography, previous history, and the personal interview (D. Elkonin, personal communication, 
28 March, 2008). 
Based on the results of the personality assessment, applicants are rated by the panel on a 3-
point likert scale as follows: 
0 1 2 3 
Abnormal profile Normal profile, 
but with some 
concerns 
Normal profile, 
no obvious concerns
Healthy, positive 
profile 
 
In addition to the personality assessment, applicants are required to complete a counselling-
skills related task.  In this task applicants watch a video of a woman presenting a problem within 
the counselling context, and are required to answer a set of structured questions based on the case.  
A maximum of 45 minutes is given to complete the questions, excluding the time taken to watch 
the video.  In particular, this exercise seeks to identify applicants’ level of intellectual awareness 
as well as their level of emotional awareness and expression.  Again, applicants’ performances 
are rated on a 3-point likert scale: 
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 Level 1: Intellectual Awareness Level 2: Emotional Awareness/Expression 
0 No insight at all No emotional awareness/expression 
1 Limited insight Limited emotional awareness/expression 
2 Some insight Some emotional awareness/expression 
3 Extensive insight Extensive emotional awareness/expression 
 
Finally, applicants are required to complete a research-related exercise.  A maximum of 30 
minutes is given to complete the exercise.  In the first part of the exercise applicants are requested 
to provide details of their levels of computer literacy, any research activities they may have been 
involved in, and whether or not they have completed a treatise as part of their previous academic 
training.  In the second part of the exercise they are provided with a case scenario and are 
requested to provide an appropriate research design.  Applicants are rated according to their 
research knowledge as well as their ability to apply their research skills.  The following 3-point 
likert scale is used: 
0 1 2 3 
No knowledge 
No application skills 
Some knowledge 
Virtually no application
Average knowledge 
Average application 
Good knowledge 
Good application 
     
Personal interview. 
The next phase of the second round of the selection process involves a personal interview 
before a panel.  During the interview, the applicant is required to present a model of some sort 
(called a family sculpture) representing their family of origin.  There are no prescriptions for the 
type of model to be used, and models may range from sculptures, to drawings, to paintings, to 
particular objects.  Applicants are given between five and ten minutes to explain their model and 
provide some insight into their family background.  The remainder of the interview then focuses 
on questions and discussion arising from the panel’s analysis of the applicant’s assessment results, 
as well as their letters of recommendation, autobiography, and previous academic performance.   
Each short-listed applicant is interviewed and discussed within a 1-hour time slot.  Interviews 
typically last for about 30-40 minutes, with the remaining time used to discuss the applicant and 
make a decision regarding their admission into the programme.  While the Department of 
Psychology was able to provide rating scales for the way in which applicants are assessed 
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according to the various criteria, their formal documentation on the process was less explicit in 
the weighting used for each of the criteria as well as in the process, nature and content of the 
interview discussion.   
After consideration of all the information gathered over the course of rounds 1 and 2, the 
panel provides a panel rating for each applicant according to the rating scale, which follows. 
Rating out of 10 Categorization Scaled Rating 
0 – 5.9 Not Suited (Out) 0 
6 – 6.6 Borderline 1 
6.7 – 6.9 Consider (Suited) 2 
7 – 10 Strongly consider (Highly Suited) 3 
      
From the literature, it is apparent that personality characteristics are important criteria 
considered during the selection process.  These are assessed either formally through psychometric 
measures, checklists and rating scales, or more informally through letters of recommendation and 
the interview process.  The use of personality characteristics to predict “good” psychologists or 
counsellors, is however still a controversial issue.  Stevens (1981) voiced an ethical objection 
stating that personality characteristics should not prevent individuals from obtaining an education.  
However, in thinking about Holland’s (1985) career-personality fit research and the nature of a 
psychologist’s work, common sense would suggest that certain personality traits would be more 
desirable than others.  The rationale behind using personality as a predictor of academic success 
is briefly highlighted next.          
 
Rationale for using Personality Assessment in Admissions Procedures 
As has been mentioned before, predicting the potential for academic success is at the heart of 
developing effective admissions criteria for higher education academic programmes.  Attempts to 
predict academic success at both undergraduate and postgraduate levels are not new, and have 
been carried out across a wide range of subject areas and professions using numerous outcomes 
and criteria.  One review found research related to predicting success in accounting (Nourayi & 
Cherry, 1993; Oswick & Barber, 1998), business (Rothstein, Paunonen, Rush, & King, 1994), 
medicine (Lievens, Coetsier, De Fruyt, & De Maeseneer, 2002), psychology (Busato et al., 2000; 
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Ridgell & Lounsbury, 2004), allied health professions (Ajanta, 2002), interior design (Peggram, 
2007), and engineering (Levin & Wyckoff, 1995)     
Much research has also been conducted on personality as a predictor of academic success.  
Unfortunately, research does not provide a clear picture of the relationship between personality 
and academic success, but rather, fairly mixed empirical evidence.  While supporting evidence 
for the personality – academic success relationship is inconclusive, Farsides and Woodfield 
(2003) provide some possible reasons for the mixed results that suggest all is not lost yet.   
Firstly, many of the studies conducted in this area have employed samples of different ages. 
According to research, the personality – academic success relationship is moderated by age and 
possibly even educational level (Farsides & Woodfield, 2003).  Samples including or comparing 
participants of mixed ages would therefore be likely to produce mixed results.  Secondly, many 
of the studies conducted have employed samples from across different disciplines and have thus 
used different criteria to define academic success.  De Fruyt and Mervielde (1996) found that the 
personality – academic success relationship also differed across subjects.  It is also possible that 
personality has greater predictive power in certain academic domains than in others, making it 
difficult to obtain consistent findings across the many different criteria used to define academic 
success.  The use of differing methodologies across studies would also contribute to mixed 
results as the measurement of different factors, and the use of different instruments could result in 
the lack of consistency in findings.   
Despite these mixed findings, research suggests that personality assessments can contribute 
meaningfully within the higher education context.  Not only can such assessment provide a better 
understanding of the student population and their potential to achieve academic success, but can 
also guide the development of effective teaching strategies, and developmental interventions, thus 
contributing to a quality education experience for students.        
Despite the mixed findings, O’Connor and Paunonen (in press) highlight at least three reasons 
why personality traits can be considered an appropriate means of predicting academic 
performance. Firstly, personality traits can affect certain habits which may in turn influence 
academic performance.  Rothstein et al., (1994) supported this relationship in their statement: ‘‘to 
the extent that evaluations of performance in [an academic] program are influenced by 
characteristic modes of behaviour such as perseverance, conscientiousness, talkativeness, 
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dominance, and so forth, individual differences in specific personality traits justifiably can be 
hypothesized to be related to scholastic success’’ (p. 517).     
As was mentioned earlier in this chapter, the assessment of personality generally indicates 
typical rather than optimal behaviour. A second argument for personality traits as predictors of 
academic performance is that they are likely to predict what students will do, as opposed to what 
they can do.  While cognitive ability scales reflect optimal ability, personality measures reflect 
typical behaviours, which, according to Goff and Ackerman (1992), might be more accurate 
predictors of long term academic performance.  
Thirdly, research suggests that the relationship between academic success and cognitive 
ability weakens from school to university samples (O’Connor & Paunonen, on press).  Therefore, 
cognitive ability appears to lose its predictive power at higher levels of education, (Ackerman, 
Bowen, Beier, & Kanfer, 2001; Furnham, Chamorro-Premuzic, & McDougall, 2003), thus having 
definite implications for its usefulness as a selection tool at a postgraduate level of education.    
This section has highlighted three broad reasons for including personality assessment in 
selection and admissions processes, which, when considered as a whole, provide a strong 
argument.  In the next section, particular emphasis is given to the rationale behind the use of 
personality assessment in selection procedures for postgraduate psychology programmes. 
 
Rationale for using Personality Assessment in Master’s Psychology Selection 
Besides those possibilities highlighted in the previous section regarding the potential 
usefulness of personality assessment in higher education settings, it offers various possibilities 
specific to postgraduate psychology programmes.  While it may not be a perfect predictor as a 
stand alone variable in the admissions and selection process, a review of the literature appears to 
suggest that it can certainly contribute in a meaningful way.  The remainder of this chapter will 
discuss various arguments made for the inclusion of personality assessment as part of master’s 
psychology selection procedures. 
 
Personality and Career Theory 
Career psychologists are in agreement that there is a strong relationship between personality 
and both career choice and job performance.  Holland’s (1985) career theory posits that certain 
personalities are better matched to certain career environments.  The greater the congruence 
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between the work environment and personality, the greater chance there is of career satisfaction, 
stability, and achievement (Nel, 1999).  In a similar vein, the Work Adjustment Theory (Lofquist 
& Dawis, 1991) also focuses on matching personality characteristics with work requirements.  
This theory contends that personality characteristics determine work adjustment and the length of 
time a person may stay in a particular work setting (Nel, 1999).  These theories therefore suggest 
that certain individuals may be more or less suited to a career in the helping professions, and in 
particular, psychology. 
Even within psychology, there are various career paths that individuals may follow.  For 
instance, individuals may specialize in Clinical, Counselling, Research, Child, or Family 
psychology.  According to career theories, personality characteristics have the potential to 
determine suitability for a particular career path within the field of psychology.  To this effect, 
Borges and Gibson (2005) found significant personality differences in the medical profession 
between individuals interested in person-orientated versus technique orientated specialties. 
From the above discussion it is clear that personality assessment has the potential to 
distinguish between suitable and unsuitable candidates for a career in psychology, as well as 
possibly the potential to successfully place candidates in an appropriate specialization within the 
field.  Building upon this rationale for the use of personality assessment in the selection of 
master’s psychology students, is the identification of personality characteristics vital to success as 
a counsellor. 
  
The Personality Characteristics of Effective Counsellors 
Within the literature, there appears to be a general consensus that personality characteristics 
are among the most important factors in determining the effectiveness of a counsellor 
(Chippindall & Watts, 1999; Miller, 1996; Pope, 1996; Pope & Kline, 1999; Safinofsky, 1979; 
Weaver, 2000). Numerous variables have been identified as contributing to patient change during 
the treatment process including patient characteristics, therapist characteristics, extraneous 
therapeutic events, and specific intervention techniques (Kottler, 1991; Lambert, 1989).  
However, although there is little research evidence conclusively linking patient change to a 
specific therapeutic technique (e.g. Lambert, Shapiro, & Bergin, 1986; Luborsky, Singer, & 
Luborsky, 1975), there is a large amount of empirical research suggesting that the non-technical 
components of the therapist’s contributions are highly influential in facilitating patient change 
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(e.g. Beutler, Crago, & Arizmendi, 1986; Lambert, 1989).  Kottler (1991) cites numerous studies 
that collectively suggest patients place greater emphasis on a therapist’s personal attributes, than 
on the therapeutic technique employed in treatment.  It would therefore appear that one of the 
factors determining an effective therapist is directly related to “who a therapist is”, rather than 
solely “what a therapist knows”.   
Attempts to identify the personality characteristics of effective counselors are not new, and 
date back to the early 1960s (e.g. Freedman, Antenen, & Lister, 1967; Omizo, Ward, & Michael, 
1979). Despite these efforts, there is still little agreement regarding exactly what characteristics 
are the most important in the development of effective counsellors, and whether these can be 
developed through training (Pope & Kline, 1999).  Safinofsky (1979) is of the opinion that 
trainee counsellors must have the potential within their pre-existing personality to be able to learn 
further how to manifest these in a counselling context.     
Frame and Stevens-Smith (1995) conducted an extensive literature review and identified nine 
personal characteristics determined to be necessary for developing as a counsellor.  The nine 
characteristics identified included being open, flexible, positive, cooperative, willing to use and 
accept feedback, aware of impact on others, able to deal with conflict, able to accept personal 
responsibility, and able to express emotions openly and appropriately.   
As part of his study, Williams (1999) also investigated the relationship between personality 
and counsellor trainee effectiveness.  He concluded that personality traits were useful in 
predicting counsellor trainee effectiveness.  The findings suggested that the characteristics of 
social adjustment, alertness, sociability, assertiveness, confidence, and verbal fluency enhanced 
counsellor effectiveness, while social awkwardness, distance, and difficulty establishing 
relationships had a negative effect on counsellor effectiveness. 
Bradey and Post (1991) suggested that characteristics such as interpersonal competence, 
openness to professional development, and openness to the values and opinions of others might 
be relevant in determining counsellor effectiveness.   In a similar vein Cormier and Hackney 
(1993) listed eight characteristics associated with effective counsellors including, self-awareness 
and understanding, good psychological health, sensitivity, open-mindedness, objectivity, 
competence, trustworthiness, and interpersonal attractiveness.   
Pope and Kline (1999) also compiled a list of 22 characteristics that they concluded to be 
necessary for counselors to develop and practice effectively.  These conclusions were based on 
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discussions with counsellor educators and a review of the literature.  In their study, Pope and 
Kline (1999) asked 10 experts to rank the 22 characteristics in order of importance for defining 
effective counsellors, and to rate the characteristics on a 3-point scale according to their 
responsiveness to training.  The list of characteristics as well as their perceived level of 
importance in terms of the development of effective counsellors is reflected in Table 1. 
 
Table 1:  
Experts’ combined rankings of the importance and responsiveness of personal characteristics of 
counsellors 
Characteristics Ordinal 
Rank 
 
Characteristics Ordinal 
Rank 
Acceptance 1 Warmth 11 
Emotional Stability 2 Friendliness 12 
Open-Mindedness 3 Resourcefulness 13 
Empathy 4 Sympathy 14 
Genuineness 5 Non-threatening 15 
Flexibility 6 Tolerance for Ambiguity 16 
Interest in People 7 Awareness of Limitations 17 
Confidence 8 Capability 18 
Sensitivity 9 Patience 19 
Fairness 10 Sincerity 20 
Adapted from Pope and Kline (1999). 
 
Moving towards a South African context, various studies over the years have addressed the 
issue of identifying important or appropriate personality characteristics in master’s psychology 
applicants.  An early study by Mauer (1980) examining factors related to the performance of 
psychotherapists during training identified non-possessive warmth as the single most important 
variable indicating whether an applicant would be accepted or rejected.  This was followed by the 
variables, empathy, flexibility, and conservatism, respectively.   
Van der Westhuyzen and Plug (1987) explored various aspects involved in the training of 
professional psychologists in South Africa.  They found that, in general, personality 
characteristics sought out by different psychology departments across the country included 
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sensitivity, openness, flexibility, empathy, warmth, internal congruence, maturity/stability, ability 
to deal with anxiety and conflict, and acceptable values.   
A study conducted 10 years later, exploring the admissions criteria and selection procedures 
for masters’ psychology programmes at South African universities, revealed that the personality 
characteristics sought after hadn’t changed much from those identified in earlier research studies.  
Cerrai (1997) found that personality characteristics still formed part of the admissions criteria for 
selection into masters’ psychology programmes, and that in general, selection panels deemed 
flexibility, maturity, and the Rogerian cluster of empathy, warmth, and congruency to be among 
the most important.   
In another South African study, Chippindall and Watts (1999) identified three core categories, 
each with a number of intimately connected characteristics, used in the selection of appropriate 
candidates for the master’s psychology course.  The core categories included a secure sense of 
self, flexibility, and libidinal investments in others.  Additional characteristics were highlighted 
as underlying each of the core characteristics.  Additional personal characteristics considered 
vital to clinician effectiveness included an individual’s capacity for self-awareness and self-
insight, acceptance of and comfort with self, openness about self, access to ‘deeper’ feelings, 
empathy, humility, integrity, self-confidence and assertiveness, emotional strength, patience, 
creativity, maturity, interpersonal functioning, and altruism.   
Part of identifying the personality characteristics of effective counsellors would also be to 
identify undesirable or problematic characteristics.  While it may be acceptable for therapists to 
manifest a small degree of personal pathology (Sachs, 1947; Sharpe, 1947; Sussman, 1992), 
therapist pathology beyond this would be counter-productive and even detrimental to a patient’s 
positive progress in treatment.  Numerous problematic characteristics have been identified 
including some of the more obvious, such as weak ego boundaries, psychotic or antisocial 
tendencies, significant addictions or perversions (Sachs,1947), and a lack of awareness of inner 
conflicts (Eisendorfer, 1959).  Chippindall and Watts (1999) further identified less obvious 
characteristics such as arrogance, defendedness, rigidity, anxiety, emotional fragility, and 
narcissistic motives.  By identifying unsuitable applicants, personality assessment has the 
potential to safeguard the consumer of mental health services (Stevens, 1981).     
Literature supports the view that there are definite personality characteristics that are more or 
less desirable, for therapists to be effective in their role.  Literature further supports the crucial 
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importance of these characteristics within the therapeutic context.  This in itself provides a strong 
rationale for the assessment of personality in attempting to identify candidates with the potential 
to develop into effective therapists.  Furthermore, with a range of methods available to assess 
personality, this type of assessment can provide valid data with which selection committees can 
work.   
 
Conclusion 
Personality assessment has a long tradition within the profession of psychology.  There are 
numerous methods of assessment available to assess personality, incorporating procedures 
ranging from the formal to informal, the completely subjective to objective, and from the 
superficial to in-depth.  For the purposes of this study, objective personality inventories, and the 
NEO PI-R in particular, were highlighted as the method of choice, and further elaborated on.  
Despite the shortcomings of the NEO PI-R, it is a well recognized and widely used personality 
inventory that is able to provide both a global and specific description of normal personality.  
While traditionally, cognitive factors have played the most important role in the admissions and 
selection of students into postgraduate programmes, there has been a call for a move towards the 
use of non-cognitive factors to augment this process.  One such non-cognitive factor is 
personality.  The assessment of personality as part of selection procedures at a postgraduate 
education level, particularly in postgraduate psychology programmes, appears to offer promise as 
a valid criterion for predicting both academic success and counsellor effectiveness.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
 
Chapter Preview 
This chapter provides an overview of the research design and methodology employed in the 
present study.  The primary aims are outlined, followed by a description of the research method 
and participants and sampling procedures.  A description of the measures employed and their 
psychometric properties will be provided, followed by a discussion of the research procedure and 
some important ethical considerations.  The chapter concludes with an explanation of the data 
analysis methods employed.   
 
The Primary Aims of the Research 
The primary aim of the present study is to explore and describe the patterns of personality 
characteristics of a group of short-listed applicants for the Psychology Master’s Programme at a 
higher education institution in South Africa, using the NEO PI-R.  More specifically the study 
will aim: 
1. To describe the personality characteristics of a group of short-listed master’s 
psychology applicants according to the NEO PI-R. 
2. To explore and describe the relationship between the personality characteristics of 
a group of short-listed master’s psychology applicants and biographical and 
education-related variables. 
3. To establish whether personality subgroups (typologies) can be identified and 
described according to the five global domains of the NEO PI-R. 
4. To determine the relationship between personality typologies identified and 
biographical and education-related variables. 
5. To determine the relationship between personality typologies identified and the 
outcome of the application.       
 
Method 
A quantitative research method was employed as the data collected consisted of scores from 
the NEO PI-R.  Burns and Grove refer to quantitative research as a “formal, systematic process” 
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utilizing numerical data in an effort to gain information about the world (cited in Cormack, 1991, 
p. 51).  The main difference between qualitative and quantitative research lies in the type of data 
gathered and analyzed.  While data used in qualitative research is primarily verbal in nature, 
quantitative research makes use of data that is primarily numerical in nature.  In addition, the 
results are presented in terms of statistical summaries and analysis.  According to Cozby (1993), 
quantitative research investigates the relationships between measured variables with the express 
purpose of explaining, predicting, and controlling phenomena.  There are two main advantages of 
using the quantitative research method.  Firstly, this type of research method is more objective 
and enables the researcher to remain more detached.  To this end, the study object does not 
influence the researcher, and the researcher does not influence the study object.  Secondly, the 
results of quantitative research methods can be generalizable.  Quantitative research can be either 
descriptive or experimental in nature.   
Experimental research studies commonly infer causal relationships by manipulating an 
independent variable across different situations (Hopkins, 2001).  Unfortunately experimental 
research is time consuming, expensive, and difficult to administer (Malhotra, 1999).  In contrast, 
descriptive research does not attempt to change behaviour or manipulate conditions, and simply 
provides a description of a set of data.  An exploratory descriptive design was employed in this 
study.   
Descriptive research attempts to provide a complete and accurate description of a situation or 
a phenomenon (Struwig & Stead, 2001), and can be regarded as the first step in research as it 
provides the groundwork for future research.  This research study is descriptive in nature as it 
attempts to describe the personality characteristics of a group of short-listed master’s psychology 
applicants.  According to Singleton, Straits, and Straits (1993), descriptive studies are structured 
and focus on a few dimensions of a well defined entity, measuring these dimensions precisely 
and systematically.  This study attempted to do this by measuring specific personality traits 
(particular dimensions) of psychology applicants’ personality (well defined entity) using a 
structured personality assessment measure, the NEO PI-R.   
Descriptive research designs employ a variety of techniques to gather information including 
surveys, observations, case studies, and archival research (Cozby, 1993).  This study employed 
the archival research technique, whereby research data were sourced from existing information 
available on past short-listed psychology applicants from the Psychology Department of the 
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higher education institution utilized.  The archival data were originally collected through the use 
of a self-report survey technique that assessed personality.    
Descriptive research that employs the survey technique as a means of data collection has a 
number of advantages.  Firstly, summarizing and describing a relatively large set of data helps 
save both time and money.  Secondly, researcher bias is reduced and results have greater 
generalizability.  Thirdly, the coding, analysis, and interpretation of data collected through a 
survey technique are also relatively simple.  In addition, the archival research technique is also 
advantageous in that data are already previously compiled.  Original data collection, which can 
be expensive and time consuming, is therefore avoided as existing information is simply sorted 
and analyzed (Cozby, 1993).   
One major disadvantage of the archival research technique is the difficulty in determining the 
accuracy, reliability and validity of the information already collected (Cozby, 1993).  However, 
in this particular study, the self-report survey used was administered by a trained psychologist 
under standardized conditions set by the Psychology Department.  In addition, the scoring 
procedures of the NEO PI-R can be easily checked for errors.  Another major disadvantage 
related to the use of data from the NEO PI-R is the possibility of invalid response sets and in 
particular, socially desirable responding.  While the NEO PI-R has procedures to detect some 
types of response sets, it as of yet, has no validity scales to detect the response set, faking good.  
In the context of selection for a highly competitive academic programme, faking good is a very 
real threat to the validity of the data collected (Ballenger et al., 2001; Costa & McCrae, 1992b).  
This is one of the limitations of this study.            
This study was essentially exploratory in nature.  The exploratory approach to research is 
employed when little is known about the population or field of study, with the purpose of 
exploring and gathering data and identifying patterns in order to build a foundation for further 
research ideas (Grinnell & Williams, 1990).   The primary aim of exploratory research is to 
improve insight into and an understanding of the problem at hand (McKinnon, 2003).  In the case 
of this study, the aim was to categorize short-listed master’s psychology applicants with similar 
NEO PI-R profiles into cluster groups in an effort to identify a personality profile that could 
ultimately guide the selection and admission of psychology masters students. Cluster analysis, 
which is a type of multivariate statistic that is correlational in nature (Stockberger, 1998), was 
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used.  Cluster analysis will be explored in further detail when the data analysis is discussed later 
in the chapter.   
 
Participants and Sampling Procedure 
The population group of interest to the researcher was the short-listed group of applicants for 
the master’s psychology programme at a higher education institution in South Africa.  Short-
listed applicants were used as this group of individuals represents the final and most intensive 
phase of the master’s psychology selection process.  Only applicants for the coursework degree 
were considered, including applicants for both the Clinical and Counselling Psychology streams.  
Of the various programmes on offer at the higher education institution used, the Clinical and 
Counselling programmes were consistently the most popular.  Postgraduate learners were chosen 
over undergraduate learners as generally, the former represents learners more certain of their 
career choice.  The master’s programme represents the final academic step towards becoming a 
psychologist in South Africa.  This group would therefore also provide a good indication of the 
types of personalities entering the field of mental health as psychologists.  In addition, selection 
procedures are far more selective and complicated at this level of higher education and in South 
Africa in particular, require further research and refinement (Cerrai, 1997).       
The sample used extended over the period from 2002-2008.   This time period was chosen, 
firstly, because of availability, as protocols are usually only kept for a certain period of time.  
Secondly, this time span ensured that a large enough sample was gathered for statistical analysis.  
Although the sample consisted of 250 applicants, the total sample was reduced to 247 as three 
protocols were excluded due to missing information.  The sample was extracted from the research 
database of the higher education institution’s Psychology Department as participants were 
sourced from the archival protocols of past psychology applicants from the higher education 
institution utilized.   
Participants were chosen according to a non-probability sampling technique, namely, 
convenience sampling.  In non-probability sampling, the probability of any particular member of 
the population being selected is not known and it cannot be guaranteed that each element in the 
population will be represented in the sample (Struwig & Stead, 2001).  Convenience sampling 
chooses a sample purely on the basis of availability (Struwig & Stead, 2001).   
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This sampling technique is quite crude and arbitrary because it simply includes anyone who is 
available to be a part of the sample (Leary, 1991).  For this reason, disadvantages include that 
participants may not have equal opportunities to be included in the sample (Leary, 1991), and it is 
not appropriate to make generalizations from the results obtained (Malhotra, 1999).  There are, 
however, also advantages to utilizing this technique.  Advantages include low costs and savings 
in time as there is no need for a list of the population (Struwig & Stead, 2001).  According to 
Malhotra (1999), convenience samples can be used in exploratory research to generate new ideas, 
insights, and hypotheses.  This study was a preliminary study and primarily exploratory in nature.  
Generalizability was therefore not of primary importance. 
In summary, the total sample used in this study consisted of 247 short-listed applicants for the 
master’s programme in psychology at a higher education institution in South Africa, and was 
chosen according to the convenience sampling method.  Participants are described in greater 
detail next.        
 
Overview of Description of Participants 
A number of variables have been included to provide a clear description of the sample 
employed.  The following variables are reported on and relate to the biographical characteristics 
of the total sample:   
• Gender 
• Age 
• Race Group 
• Home Language 
• Nationality 
• Marital Status 
There are also a number of variables that relate to information important to the selection 
process for the master’s psychology programme.  These variables relate to the applicants’ 
previous formal education and their current degree choice.  Although these variables are reported 
on here, their importance will become clearer in the discussion of the findings of the study.  The 
variables related to the selection process include the following: 
• Degree Obtained 
• Academic Rating 
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• Number of Years since Last Year of Study 
• Preference for Clinical or Counselling Psychology  
• Selection into Master’s Psychology Programme 
• Selection according to Categories of Psychology      
  
Gender 
Both males and females were included in the study.  Although an even spread across both 
genders would have been ideal, this was unfortunately not the case in this study.  The gender 
distribution for the total sample can be found in Table 2. 
 
Table 2 
Distribution of Gender (N=247) 
GENDER n Percent 
Male 33 13.4 
Female 214 86.6 
TOTAL 247 100 
 
Table 2 shows that the vast majority of participants in this study were female.     This 
discrepancy was expected in the light of the national statistics provided by the HPCSA, and 
appears to reflect to some extent the country demographics within the profession.  According to 
Cooper (cited in McKinnon, 2003), HPCSA statistics for the year 2000 indicated a predominance 
of females within the psychology profession, with almost 60% of psychologists in South Africa, 
and more than 70% of master’s psychology interns being female.  Updated statistics obtained 
from the HPCSA reflecting trends as of 30 March 2008, indicated a further deepening divide 
between the genders, with currently about 66% of psychologists in South Africa and over 80% of 
master’s psychology interns, being female (HPCSA, personal communication, 30 March, 2008).  
At 13.4%, the percentage of males in the sample for this study was somewhat smaller than the 
distribution reflected for male master’s psychology interns nationally (19%).        
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Age 
Generally, postgraduate samples are fairly variable in terms of age.  Controlling for age is 
therefore difficult in such samples as important information could subsequently be lost.  For this 
reason, no participants were excluded on the basis of age.  However, personality research does 
suggest that there is a relationship between age and the five factors of personality measured by 
the NEO PI-R.  According to the FFT, personality stabilizes after the age of 30 (Costa & McCrae, 
1994).  This was controlled for to some extent by dividing the sample into two groups of 
participants according to age, namely 20-29 year-olds and 30 plus.  The age distribution of the 
total sample can be found in the table below.   
 
Table 3 
Distribution of Age (N = 247) 
AGE RANGE n Percent 
20-24 years 146 59.1 
25-29 years 53 21.5 
30-34 years 20 8.1 
35-39 years 16 6.5 
40-44 years 5 2.0 
45+ years 7 2.8 
TOTAL 247 100 
  
Table 3 shows that a large percentage (59.1%) of the total sample was 24 years or younger.  
The greater majority of the total sample (80.6%) was younger than 30 years of age.     
 
Home Language 
Home language was categorized into four different groups.  The “Other” variable included 
the remaining South African national languages as well as international languages.  The home 
language distribution of the total sample is outlined in Table 4.   
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Table 4 
Distribution of Home Language (N=247) 
LANGUAGE n Percent 
English 133 53.8 
Afrikaans 79 32.0 
Xhosa 11 4.5 
Other 24 9.7 
TOTAL 247 100 
 
From Table 4 it is clear that participants with English as a home language represented over 
half the total sample.  The second most common home language was Afrikaans.  Of the home 
languages represented in the “Other” category, 3.6% constituted languages considered to be part 
of the 11 official languages in South Africa.  A certain level of English proficiency is required for 
the NEO PI-R results to be considered valid.  According to Costa and McCrae (1992a), a sixth 
grade reading level is required to understand the items of the NEO PI-R appropriately.  Language 
was not considered to be a problem in this study, as having taken English as a subject up to a 
Grade 12 level, the participants were assumed to meet the reading proficiency levels more than 
adequately.        
 
Race Group 
The total sample distribution according to racial group is reflected in Table 5. 
 
Table 5 
Distribution of Race Group (N=247) 
RACE n Percent 
Asian 12 4.9 
Black 26 10.5 
Coloured 14 5.7 
White 193 78.1 
Other 2 0.8 
TOTAL 247 100 
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From Table 5 it is clear that the majority of the sample was composed of White participants 
(78.1%), with Blacks representing the second largest race group (10.5%), followed by Coloureds 
(5.7%), and then Asians (4.9%).  Again, the large discrepancies between races were expected 
when considering the socio-political history of the country as well as the national statistics 
provided by the HPCSA.  In 2000, statistics from the HPCSA indicated that more than 90% of 
psychologists, and more than 80% of master’s psychology interns in South Africa, were White 
(Cooper, cited in McKinnon, 2003).  However, according to more recent statistics obtained from 
the HPCSA, there appear to have been some changes in these demographics since 2000.  Updated 
statistics obtained from the HPCSA (personal communication, 30 March, 2008) reflecting race 
trends as of 30 March 2008, indicated that 55% of psychologists in South Africa are White, 5% 
are Asian, 5% are Black African and 2% are Coloured.  However, it must also be reflected that 
statistics according to race for a fairly large percentage (33%) of this population were also 
unknown. 
Transformation in terms of the demographics according to race is also evident in the intake of 
master’s psychology interns across the country.  Statistics obtained from the HPCSA (personal 
communication, 30 March, 2008) reflecting race trends among master’s psychology interns as of 
30 March 2008, indicated a significant decrease in the number of White intern psychologists, at 
only 56%, as compared to over 80% in 2000.  Of the 999 masters psychology interns recorded in 
2008, 56% were White, 7% were Coloured, 9% were Asian, 24% were Black African and 4% 
were unknown.  However, of the 24% recorded as Black African, only 2% represented Black 
South African interns, while 22% represented Black interns originally from other African 
countries.    
 
Nationality 
The total sample distribution according to nationality is reflected in Table 6. 
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Table 6 
Distribution of Nationality (N=247) 
NATIONALITY n Percent 
South African 227 91.9 
International 20 8.1 
TOTAL 247 100 
 
As can be seen in Table 6, the majority of the sample was South African.  This was expected, 
as the number of placements for master’s psychology students is limited, and South African 
universities have a commitment to produce psychologists to meet the needs of the country.  In 
addition, different countries have their own regulating bodies overseeing the training and 
registration of psychologists, often making training and registration requirements country-
specific.  For this reason, the majority of learners often choose to train in their home country, 
where they wish to register and plan to practice.    
 
Marital Status 
The total sample distribution according to marital status is reflected in Table 7.   
 
Table 7 
Distribution of Marital Status (N=247) 
MARITAL STATUS n Percent 
Single 195 79 
Married 47 19 
Divorced 4 1.6 
Widowed 1 0.4 
TOTAL 247 100 
   
Table 7 shows that the majority of participants (79%) were single.  This is understandable 
given that more than half the sample (59.1%) was younger than 25 years of age.    
Additional variables to be reported on relate to information important to the selection process 
for the master’s psychology programme.  
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Degree Obtained 
For admission into the master’s psychology programme at the higher education institution 
utilized, participants are required to have completed an Honours degree majoring in Psychology, 
or a relevant 4-year undergraduate degree, such as the BPsych degree.  The total sample 
distribution according to the type of degree obtained by participants is reflected in Table 8, below.    
 
Table 8 
Distribution of Degree Obtained (N=247) 
DEGREE OBTAINED n Percent 
Honours Degree 177 71.6 
BPsych Degree 55 22.3 
Other Degree 15 6.1 
TOTAL 247 100 
 
From the table above, it is clear that the majority of participants obtained the relevant 
Honours degree required for admission into a master’s psychology programme.  Honours degrees 
are generally a year long and comprise mostly coursework, with very little, if any, practical 
training.  BPsych degrees, on the other hand, represent a 4-year undergraduate training 
programme that includes a 6-month practicum.  It was expected that the majority of participants 
would have the Honours degree (71.6%), as the BPsych degree is a relatively new degree and is 
offered by a limited number of institutions in the country.  The category, “Other Degree”, 
represents participants who had obtained master’s degrees in other professional fields.  A variable 
related to the type of degree obtained is the academic rating score.   
 
Academic Rating  
The Psychology Department at the higher education institution utilized, uses a 3-point rating 
scale to categorize previous academic performance.  A percentage is calculated by finding the 
average percentage over all modules taken in the degree.  A description of the rating scale 
follows. 
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Course Average  50-59% 60-69% 70-74% 75% > 
Academic Rating 0 1 2 3 
 
Table 9 
Distribution of Academic Ratings (N=247) 
ACADEMIC RATING n Percent 
0 (50-59%) 1 0.4 
1 (60-69%) 36 14.6 
2 (70-74%) 88 35.6 
3 (75% >) 122 49.4 
TOTAL 247 100 
 
Table 9 shows that the majority of participants (49.6%) obtained an academic rating of 3 
which reflects an overall academic average of 75% or better.  The next largest group (35.6%) was 
categorized with an academic rating of 2, followed by only 14.6% being categorized with a rating 
of 1.  This table highlights the highly competitive nature of the master’s psychology programme 
as well as the need for non-cognitive variables to help further distinguish amongst the best 
applicants during the selection process.     
 
Number of Years since Last Year of Study 
This variable reflects the distribution of participants according to the number of years since 
they last studied before applying for the psychology master’s programme.  This is important as 
many master’s psychology programmes often claim to prefer applicants who have some life and 
work experience before entering into the postgraduate programme.  On the contrary, applicants 
who last studied a number of years ago, might require greater support adjusting to the academic 
requirements of the course.  Table 10 highlights the distribution of applicants according to the 
number of years since they last studied.   
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Table 10 
Distribution of Number of Years since Last Year of Study (N=247) 
NUMBER OF YEARS n Percent 
Straight from degree 168 68.0 
1-2 years 47 19.0 
3-4 years  25 10.1 
5 + years 7 2.9 
TOTAL 247 100 
 
From the above table it is clear that in this sample almost 70% of applicants applied directly 
from their fourth year of study (either Honours or BPsych).  This was expected as, in South 
Africa, the scope for employment with only an Honours degree in Psychology is limited, and a 
master’s psychology degree is required to practice as a psychologist.  Almost 20% of applicants 
took between one and two years off from their academic studies before applying for the master’s 
psychology degree, while 13% waited three years or longer before applying.              
 
Preference for Clinical or Counselling Psychology 
At the higher education institution utilized, applicants undergo the same selection process for 
the various master’s psychology programmes offered.  Applicants may therefore state their first 
and second choices according to the categories of psychology offered.  Different categories 
offered include Clinical, Counselling, Educational, and Research Psychology.  The total sample 
distribution according to preference for a particular category of psychology is reflected in Table 
11. 
 
Table 11 
Distribution of Preference for Clinical or Counselling Psychology (N=247) 
PREFERENCE n Percent 
Clinical Psychology 118 47.8 
Counselling Psychology 64 25.9 
No Clear Preference 65 26.3 
TOTAL 247 100 
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Table 11 highlights that there was a clear preference for Clinical Psychology over 
Counselling Psychology in this particular sample.  This preference is also reflected in the national 
statistics for psychology provided by the HPCSA, which indicates that almost double the number 
of Clinical Psychologists are registered as compared to Counselling Psychologists.  Of the 3693 
psychologists registered as either Clinical or Counselling psychologists, 62% and 38% are 
registered as Clinical and Counselling Psychologists, respectively (HPCSA, personal 
communication, 30 March, 2008).       
 
Selection into a Master’s Psychology Programme 
As the total sample represents short-listed applicants for the master’s psychology programme, 
only a percentage of the total number of participants were selected to complete the programme.  
Table 12 reflects the distribution of those finally selected for the programme versus those who 
were rejected.   
 
Table 12 
Distribution of Selection into Master’s Psychology Programme (N=247) 
SELECTION n Percent 
Selected  110 44.5 
Rejected 137 55.5 
TOTAL 247 100 
  
The group of participants selected to complete the master’s psychology programme is further 
broken down according to the category of psychology for which they were selected.  Table 13 
therefore provides the breakdown of selected participants into the Clinical and Counselling 
categories of psychology. 
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Table 13 
Distribution of Selection according to Categories of Psychology (N=107) 
CATEGORY n Percent 
Clinical Psychology 56 52.3 
Counselling Psychology 51 47.7 
TOTAL 107 100 
 
Table 13 depicts a fairly even split between the number of Clinical and Counselling 
Psychologists selected.  This is largely a reflection of internship placement availability.      
Of all the variables reported on above, only some of them will be included in the statistical 
procedures due to small sample sizes or their importance relative to the selection process and the 
particular aims described.   
  
Measures 
Two measures, a biographical questionnaire and a personality assessment questionnaire, the 
NEOPI-R, were utilized in this study.  Both are self-report questionnaires, and require that 
participants report on and describe their characteristics, feelings, beliefs, opinions, and mental 
states (McIntire & Miller, 2000).  Advantages of self-report questionnaires include savings in 
time and expenses, and easy administration and scoring procedures (Leary, 1991).   
 
Biographical Questionnaire 
Biographical information about the sample of participants was sourced from the Department 
of Psychology’s standard application form completed by all applicants.  Information sourced 
from this questionnaire included information regarding gender, age, home language, marital 
status, tertiary education, and first and second programme choices (i.e. Clinical or Counselling 
Psychology).  Although the data used were collected over a period of seven years, the same 
Biographical Questionnaire was employed over this period.    
 
The Revised NEO Personality Inventory 
As discussed in Chapter Three, the NEO PI-R was designed to operationalize the FFM of 
personality.  It provides a measure of normal personality traits, and has demonstrated its utility in 
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both clinical and research settings. The NEO PI-R consists of five domain scales measuring five 
major domains or dimensions of personality, and 30 facet scales measuring some of the more 
important facets or traits that define each domain.  The five domain scales are divided as follows: 
Neuroticism (N), Extraversion (E), Openness (O), Agreeableness (A), and Conscientiousness (C).  
These scales, together with the six facet scales in each domain, provide a comprehensive 
assessment of normal adult personality (Costa & McCrae, 1992a).    
Although there are two versions of the NEO PI-R, Form S and Form R, only Form S was 
utilized.  Form S is self-administered and consists of 240 items answered on a 5-point likert-type 
scale.  The NEO PI-R may be appropriately administered to individuals 17 years and older and 
may be administered individually or in groups, with no time limit imposed for the completion 
thereof (Costa & McCrae, 1992a).   
Once scored, the results of the NEO PI-R are transferred onto a profile form to facilitate raw 
score to standard score conversion.  Separate profile forms are available for adults and university-
age participants, as well as for each gender.  The adult profile forms are appropriate for use with 
individuals aged 21 years or older, and were thus used in the present study.  When interpreting 
the standardized scores, T-scores of 56 or higher are considered high, T-scores ranging from 55 
to 45 are considered average, and T-scores of 44 or lower are considered low (Costa & McCrae, 
1992a).     
 
The Reliability of the NEO PI-R 
Struwig and Stead (2001) define reliability as “the extent to which test scores are accurate, 
consistent or stable” (p. 130), while Huysamen (1983) describes it as the consistency with which 
a test measures what it is supposed to measure.  Tests are often incorrectly referred to as being 
either reliable or not reliable, when in actual fact it is the test scores that hold these properties 
(Wilkinson & The APA Task Force on Statistical Inference, 1999).  Scores may show different 
levels of reliability in different populations for a number of reasons (Caruso, 2000).  Ghiselli 
(1964) highlights the importance of reliability in the following statement,  
 
unreliable scores are of little value when we wish to compare two or more 
individuals on the same test, to assign individuals to groups or classes, to 
predict other types of behaviour, to compare different traits of an individual, 
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or to assess the effects of various systematic factors upon an individual’s 
performance (p. 208). 
 
There are various ways to determine the reliability of a test score, namely, alternate form 
reliability, test-retest reliability, internal consistency, and inter-rater reliability (Anastasi, 1988).  
However, the most commonly used indices of the reliability of tests and measures are test-retest 
reliability and internal consistency (Costa & McCrae, 1992a).  Studies related to the reliability of 
the NEO PI and the NEO PI-R appear to have been most concerned with these two types of 
reliability indices (Teferi, 2004), and will therefore be the focus of this sub-section.  
 
Test-retest reliability. 
Test-retest reliability determines the extent to which a test score is reliable over a period of 
time.  It is determined by administering a test or measure twice to the same group of people with 
an interval between the two administrations, and then comparing the two sets of scores by 
calculating the correlation coefficient (Wolfaardt, 2001).  This type of reliability is essential to 
measures of personality traits, as they are expected to remain relatively stable over short periods 
of time (Costa & McCrae, 1992a).   
Long-term stability has been well established in the NEO PI, the forerunner to the NEO PI-R.  
A seven-year longitudinal study using the full NEO PI found stability coefficients ranging 
from .63 to .81 for the five domain scales, and from .51 to .82 for the 18 N, E, and O facet scales.  
Similarly, a six-year longitudinal study of the N, E, and O scales showed stability coefficients 
ranging from .68 to .83 (Costa & McCrae, 1992a).  Three-year retest coefficients of .63 and .79 
were found for brief versions of the A and C domains (Costa & McCrae, 1988). High test-retest 
reliabilities computed over a six-month period were also found in a sample of 31 men and women 
where reliability coefficients ranged from .86 to .91 for domain scales, and from .66 to .92 for the 
facet scales of the NEO PI (Aiken, 2000).  Reliability coefficients were .87 for N, .91 for E, 
and .86 for O.  A more recent study by Kaplan and Saccuzzo (2001) found test-retest reliability 
scores for the domains on the NEO PI-R to range from the high .80s to low .90s.   
Short-term test-retest reliability has been less well researched in the NEO PI-R.  However, 
recent research on the short-term test-retest reliability of the NEO PI-R, using a sample of 65 
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students in the South African context, indicated good short-term test-retest reliability, with 
correlation coefficients ranging fro .86 to .93 (Brunner-Struik, 2001).   
 
Internal consistency reliability. 
Internal consistency reliability refers to the extent to which the test items all reflect the same 
attribute (Struwig & Stead, 2001). This method is based solely on the number of items in the 
measure and the average correlation among them (Anastasi, 1988).  To obtain internal 
consistency reliability a measure is administered to a group of individuals, and the correlations 
among all items and the average of those intercorrelations is computed (Anastasi, 1988).  An 
average inter-item correlation, an average item-total correlation, split-half reliability and 
Cronbach alpha can all be used to calculate internal consistency (Trochim, 2002).  This particular 
study will make use of the Cronbach alpha to calculate internal consistency.      
The NEO PI-R demonstrates excellent levels of internal consistency in both self-report and 
observer ratings.  The internal consistency coefficients of the domain scales of the NEO PI-R 
range from .86 to .95 (Costa & McCrae, 1992a), while the internal consistency coefficients of the 
facet scales are lower, at .56 to .90 (Aiken, 2000). 
 
The Factor Structure of the NEO PI-R 
As the NEO PI-R was designed to operationalize the FFM, its internal structure is expected to 
adequately correspond to the predictions of the FFM of personality.  Costa and McCrae (1992a) 
present results from various studies confirming the factorial validity of the NEO PI-R.   
Costa et al. (1991) found evidence of such correspondence when they examined the five 
varimax-rotated principal components after factoring the 240 NEO PI-R items.  Correlations 
between the factor score and the N, E, O, A, and C domain scales were .91, .89, .95, .95, and .89, 
respectively.   
Factorial validity was also demonstrated in a study using the normative sample of 500 men 
and 500 women.  Each facet scale had its highest loading on the intended factor, and in the case 
of large secondary loadings, they were appropriate and meaningful.  An Employment sample 
produced similar results and had congruence coefficients ranging from .91 to .99 across various 
subgroups within the sample.  Data using the College-Age norms also recovered the five factors 
with coefficients of congruence ranging from .94 to .98 (Costa & McCrae, 1992a).   
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The Validity of the NEO PI-R 
Validity can be defined as the extent to which a measure successfully measures the construct 
that it is intended to measure (Costa & McCrae, 1992a).  Validity is not an absolute value and can 
change according to the sample used or the purpose for which the instrument is used.  The 
validity data offered by Costa and McCrae (1992a) consist of correlations between NEO PI 
scores and the scores of other personality tests, experts’ ratings, and sentence-completion test 
scores.  Different types of validity include content validity, concurrent validity, predictive 
validity, construct validity, and convergent and discriminant validity (Wolfaardt, 2001).   
 
Content validity. 
According to Struwig and Stead (2001) content validity refers to “the extent to which the 
items reflect the theoretical content domain of the construct being measured” (p. 139). Content 
validity is established through a panel of experts who determine whether or not the items within 
the test match the specifications required for a particular content area (Hogan, 2007).  Content 
validity is addressed in the NEO PI-R through the identification of six distinct facets which cover 
each domain, as well as by the process of selecting non-redundant items to measure each facet.  
Although this type of validity is relevant for evaluating achievement, educational, and 
occupational measures, criterion-prediction procedures provide a more appropriate way of 
validating personality and aptitude measures (Wolfaardt, 2001). 
 
Criterion-related validity. 
Wolfaardt (2001) defines criterion-related validity as the “calculation of a correlation 
coefficient between a predictor, or more than one predictor, and a criterion” (p. 50).  In this way, 
performance on the test is related to some other criterion.  There are two types of criterion-related 
validity, namely concurrent and predictive validity.  Concurrent validity indicates the extent to 
which there is a relationship between the predictor and criterion, while predictive validity refers 
to the accuracy with which a measure can predict how an individual might behave or be in the 
future (Wolfaardt, 2001).   
According to Costa and McCrae (1985), the “NEO PI scales show a consistent pattern of 
moderate-to-strong correlations with corresponding scales from other inventories” (p.34).  The 
NEO PI has demonstrated concurrent validity with various measures, including the Eysenck 
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Personality Inventory, the Gilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey, five selected measures of 
well-being, and the Self-Directed Search (Dolliver, 1987).  Kaplan and Saccuzzo (2001) report 
encouraging research regarding concurrent and predictive validity studies for the NEO PI-R, with 
coefficients ranging into the .80s.     
 
Construct validity. 
Construct validity refers to various methods used to determine the extent to which a test 
measures the target theoretical construct it purports to measure (Hogan, 2007; Wolfaardt, 2001).  
Some of the ways to support the construct validity of a measure include correlations with other 
tests, factorial validity, and convergent and discriminant validity.  
Convergent validity occurs when an assessment instrument produces high correlations with 
another instrument that measures the same construct, while divergent validity occurs when an 
instrument produces low correlations with another instrument measuring different psychological 
constructs (Aiken, 2000).  There are a number of studies which support the convergent and 
discriminant validity of the NEO PI and NEO PI-R scales.     
McCrae and Costa (1987, cited in Costa & McCrae, 1992a) reproduced five familiar factors 
with strong evidence of convergent and discriminant validity with the NEO PI when they 
administered 80 bipolar adjectives scales to the BLSA participants.  In another study cited by 
Costa and McCrae (1992a), items thought to represent the five factors as they are represented in 
the personality literature were selected from the Adjective Check List (ACL) (Gough & Heilbrun, 
1983) and summarized into five scales (John, 1989).  McCrae (1990) summed these adjectives to 
form five scales and found both convergent and discriminant validity for Form S and Form R 
NEO PI factors.  Goldberg (1989, cited in Costa & McCrae, 1992a) created a number of 
alternative sets of adjective definers of the five factors which all correlated with the 
corresponding NEO PI domains and factors in a student sample.  Ostendorf (1990, cited in Costa 
& McCrae, 1992a) administered a set of adjective scales to a German sample.  The five factors 
were recovered and striking correlations between the factors and the German translation of the 
NEO PI were found.   
All 30 of the NEO PI-R facet scales have demonstrated both convergent and discriminant 
validity.  Convergent validity is the result of the NEO PI-R facet scales correlating with 
alternative measures of the same constructs, as demonstrated by various studies reported in Costa 
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and McCrae (1992a).  Studies by Jackson (1984) and Gough and Heilbrun (1983) testify to the 
discriminant validity of the facet scales of the NEO PI-R.     
Costa and McCrae (1992a) refer to numerous studies which highlight the theoretically 
appropriate predictive power of the NEO PI-R scales in relation to external criteria such as 
psychological well-being (Costa & McCrae, 1984; McCrae & Costa, 1991a); coping and defenses 
(Costa, Zonderman, & McCrae, 1991; McCrae & Costa, 1986b); needs and motivation (Borkenau 
& Ostendorf, 1989; Costa & McCrae, 1988a, Piedmont, McCrae, & Costa, 1991, 1992); 
interpersonal traits (McCrae & Costa, 1989c); and openness, creativity, and divergent thinking 
(McCrae, 1987).   
Research by Piedmont and Weinstein (1993) using a sample of working adults provides 
strong evidence for the construct validity of the scales of the NEO PI-R, demonstrating that the 
scales of this measure generally measure the intended constructs.  Correlations between the NEO 
PI and two other instruments operationalizing the FFM, namely a five-factor version of Block’s 
(1961) California Q-Set and the Hogan Personality Inventory (Hogan, 1986), supported the 
construct validity of the NEO PI domains and factors (McCrae, Costa, & Busch, 1986). 
 
Validity in the South African context. 
Validity of the NEO PI-R has yet to be empirically established for the South African context, 
although the measure has been used recently in studies conducted in South Africa looking at 
translating the measure into South African indigenous languages (Brunner-Struik, 2001; Horn, 
2000; Van Zijl, 2001), identifying the personality traits of patients at a psychiatric clinic (Oakes, 
2003), as well as for the assessment of the cross-cultural applicability of the FFM for the South 
African population (Heuchert et al., 2000).   
 
Research Procedure and Ethical Considerations 
As data used were of an archival nature, no original collection of data was involved in this 
study.  In an effort to ensure that the study was of an ethical nature, the researcher took various 
precautionary steps during the course of the study including ensuring the anonymity of research 
subjects.  All available information was therefore handled and captured by a staff member within 
the Department of Psychology who had authorized access to the information required.  The 
researcher did not have access to any identifying information of the participants and at no time 
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were any names of the participants recorded.  Instructions regarding the data required and the 
data capturing process were therefore provided to the authorized staff member by the researcher.  
The research procedure is briefly outlined next.     
As part of the selection procedure for the master’s psychology programme at the higher 
education institution utilized, short-listed candidates completed a biographical form, the MMPI-2, 
the NEO PI-R, and a consent form.  All psychometric assessment was conducted under the 
supervision of a registered psychologist and followed the basic principles of good practice.  The 
consent form included a section where consent was given for the data obtained during selection to 
be used for research purposes (see Appendix B for a copy of the consent form).  Information 
made available for this study included the biographical questionnaire, the NEO PI-R protocol and 
the outcome of the selection process (selected for the programme or not).  This information was 
accessed by the authorized staff member who selected only applicants that applied for the 
Clinical and Counselling Psychology programmes.  The applicants’ biographical data and raw 
scores for all 30 facet scales and the five domains were then transferred into a Microsoft Excel 
spreadsheet, and captured by the authorized staff member.   
Twenty-percent checks were run on the captured data, meaning that 50 applicants were 
randomly chosen and rechecked for data capturing errors.  In addition, the data capturing 
template was set up in such a way so as to automatically calculate the sum of the facet scales for 
each domain.  This final domain score was then cross-checked against the domain score on the 
protocol in an effort to eliminate data capturing errors for the NEO PI-R in particular.  In cases 
where scores differed, calculations were rechecked and corrected.  Prepared data were then 
subjected for analysis.       
 
Data Analysis 
Descriptive and inferential statistics were used to achieve the previously outlined aims of the 
study.  The statistical package, Statistica, was used for the analysis of data.  The analyses used to 
meet each of the aims of the study are described next.    
 
Descriptive Statistics (Aim 1) 
Descriptive statistical techniques were used to explore and describe personality traits for the 
30 facet scales and five domains of the NEO PI-R for a group of short-listed master’s psychology 
 103
applicants (Aim 1).  This included measures of central tendency, which can be defined as 
statistical techniques that identify a single score as being representative for an entire distribution 
(Gravetter & Wallnau, 1999).  The goal of central tendency is to find the single score that is most 
typical or representative of the entire group (Gravetter & Wallnau, 1999).  In this case, the mean 
was used.  Measures of variability, which according to Huysamen (1998), refer to the extent to 
which scores in a distribution differ from each other, were also computed.  Both the standard 
deviation and the range were calculated.  Finally, frequency distributions were constructed to 
study the pattern of score distributions on each variable.    
 
Pearson Product-Moment Correlation (Aim 2) 
The Pearson product-moment correlation (or the Pearson r) is a measure of the “degree and 
direction of the linear relationships between two variables” (Gravetter & Wallnau, 1999, p. 393).  
The Pearson r therefore provides information on the correlation and covariability of two variables 
as well as information on the strength and direction of the relationship (Harris, 1998).  The 
relationships between the five different domain scales were examined using this analysis 
technique. Correlations range from 0.00 to 1.00 or -1.00, depending on the direction of the 
relationship.  A correlation of zero indicates that there is no covariability between the two 
variables (Gravetter & Wallnau, 1999).  Guidelines developed by Guilford (1946) were used to 
interpret the Pearson r for this particular study.  Guilford’s (1946) guidelines follow: 
 
Less than 0.20 Slight; almost negligible relationship 
0.20 to 0.40 Low correlation; with definite, but small relationship 
0.40 to 0.70 Moderate correlation; with substantial relationship 
0.70 to 0.90 High correlation; indicating a marked relationship 
0.90 to 1.00 Very high correlation; dependable relationship 
  
The Pearson r technique was used to explore and describe the personality characteristics and 
biographical and education-related variables of the master’s psychology applicants (Aim 2).   
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K-means Cluster Analysis (Aim 3) 
A multifactor inventory, such as the NEO PI-R, has the ability to generate many different 
score profiles.  Analyzing each of these profiles individually can be labour intensive and time 
consuming.  Therefore, further categorizing these profiles according to similarities across the set 
of domains would be helpful in providing further insight into the organization of personality traits 
within the sample utilized, but within a more time and labour effective way.  Cluster analytic 
procedures were chosen as the most appropriate techniques to employ based on the exploratory 
nature of the study and the intention to determine whether separate personality typologies would 
emerge based on the five domain scores.   
Cluster analysis is a useful data-reduction technique that refers to a classification technique 
used to form homogenous groups within complex sets of data (Borgen & Barnett, 1985).  More 
specifically, it aims to categorize a sample of individuals or objects into a small number of 
mutually exclusive groups according to similar characteristics among them (Hair, Anderson, 
Tatham, & Black, 1998).  Rather than involving predefined groups, cluster analysis helps to 
identify the groups.  Successful classification should result in clusters that exhibit high internal 
(within-cluster) homogeneity and high external (between-cluster) heterogeneity.   
Cluster analysis makes use of hierarchical and non-hierarchical methods, or a combination of 
the two.  The former uses stepwise clustering procedures and the construction of a hierarchy to 
produce results for all possible numbers of clusters.  Non-hierarchical methods do not use the 
hierarchy construction process, but instead, use cluster seeds to group objects within a pre-
specified distance of the seeds.  Non-hierarchical methods are often referred to as K-means 
clustering.  The method employed for combining objects or individuals into groups is called a 
clustering algorithm (Hair et al., 1998).   
This study identified the K-means algorithm as the clustering method of choice.  The K-
means algorithm aims to divide n objects or observations based on attributes into k partitions or 
clusters in an effort to minimize the within-cluster sum of squares.  Non-hierarchical clustering 
requires that the number of clusters to be formed is specified, before it assigns objects into 
clusters.  After determining the number of clusters, generating k clusters, and establishing the 
cluster centres, the K-means algorithm then assigns each point to the cluster whose centroid is 
closest (the centroid referring to the average of all the points in the cluster), and recomputes the 
new cluster centres (Wikipedia, 2008). With a large number of possible arrangements, it is 
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unlikely that the best solution will be produced, and so instead, the algorithm finds a “local 
optimum”.  The local optimum can be defined as a solution in which no movement of an object 
or observation from one cluster to another will reduce the within-cluster sum of squares (Perry, 
1992).  
The K-means algorithm is advantageous in that its simplicity and speed enables it to run on 
large data sets.  Unfortunately, the results are dependent on the initial specification of the number 
of clusters k.  This means that it does not produce the same result with each run, and an 
inappropriate choice of k may produce poor results.  Finally, while it does minimize intra-cluster 
variance, it fails to ensure that the result has a global minimum of variance (Wikipedia, 2008).   
According to Borgen and Barnett (1985), this technique is often used as an exploratory 
technique to identify and structure subgroups that are of potential value in understanding the 
research problem. Participants in this study were categorized into homogenous groups based on 
their personality profiles (Aim 3).  K-means clustering produced two, three, and four personality 
subgroup clusters.  The analysis of these clusters solutions involved a further two steps, namely 
the identification and internal validation of the clusters.           
 
Phase One: Identification of Clusters 
After comparison with two and four cluster solutions, a total of three clusters were 
determined as the most appropriate number to use as it allowed for the formation of three distinct 
personality subgroups.  This decision was determined after performing a visual analysis of the 
line graphs run for two, three and four cluster solutions.  The findings related to the three cluster 
solution are presented in Chapter Five. 
 
Phase Two: Internal Validation of Clusters 
In the second phase of cluster analysis, various analyses were performed in an effort to 
provide some internal validation for the clusters identified in Phase One.  Phase Two aimed to 
provide supporting evidence for the existence of three separate clusters that could be 
distinguished from each other based on their NEO PI-R profiles.  Multivariate analysis of 
variance (MANOVA), single-factor analyses of variance (ANOVA) and a post-hoc analysis, chi-
square tests of independence, and discriminant analysis were performed as part of this phase. 
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Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA). 
Firstly, in an effort to determine whether the personality profiles of the clusters differed 
significantly, clusters were compared and analyzed using MANOVA.  MANOVA is the 
multivariate extension of the univariate techniques used to assess differences between group 
means (Hair et al., 1998).  The MANOVA yields a multivariate statistic called Wilk’s Lambda, 
which is actually a multivariate extension of R-squared (from multiple regression) that measures 
the degree of separation between groups.  Wilks’ Lambda varies between 0.00 and 1.00 with the 
former representing perfect between-group separations and the latter, a complete overlap of 
groups (Scott & Sedlacek, 1975).  Significance tests were performed using an F-approximation to 
Wilk’s Lambda.  This process revealed significant differences between the clusters identified in 
Phase One resulting in further analysis of the domain scales across the three clusters.  
 
Single-factor analyses of variance (ANOVA). 
An ANOVA can be defined as a “statistical technique to determine, on the basis of one 
dependent measure, whether samples are from populations with equal means” (Hair et al., 1998, 
p.3).  Using probabilities, it helps to determine the extent to which differences in means across 
groups are the result of sampling error as opposed to real differences.  In this study, a series of 
ANOVA’s were performed to compare each of the domain scales separately across the three 
clusters by computing statistical differences between the means of each of the domain scales.  
This process revealed the specific domain scales of the NEO PI-R on which the clusters differed.  
However, in order to determine exactly where the differences lay, further analysis was necessary, 
namely, a post-hoc analysis.   
Post-hoc analysis refers to the analysis of the dependent variate to assess which of the 
dependent variables contribute to the overall differences revealed by the previously performed 
statistical tests (Hair et al., 1998).  Of the various post hoc procedures available, Scheffé tests 
were employed, to determine exactly how the clusters differed from each others on each of the 
domain scales. 
 
Chi-square tests of independence.        
Chi-square analyses are employed to establish the relationship between two variables that 
have been measured on a nominal or continuous scale and classified into homogenous (cluster) 
 107
groups (Harris, 1998).  These analyses were therefore performed to establish whether or not there 
was a relationship between cluster group membership and various biographical and education-
related variables, as well as the outcome of the application (Aims 4 and 5).     
 
Discriminant analysis. 
Finally, at a post hoc level, for Aim 2, and because the personality typologies derived were 
found to be related to the selection outcome (Aim 5), a discriminant analysis was performed to 
derive classification functions to classify short-listed applicants into “selected” and “not selected” 
groups, as well as cluster groups (i.e. the criterion variable) based on their NEO PI-R profiles (i.e. 
the predictor variable).  The advantage of deriving such functions is that the results of this study 
could be applied during future master’s selections.  By determining the personality typology of 
an applicant the potential outcome of the application could be predicted.   
 
Conclusion 
The research methodology employed and the description of the sample in this study, were the 
focus of this chapter.  The study was exploratory descriptive in nature, and made use of a 
quantitative research method with non-probability convenience sampling.  Data captured on a 
biographical questionnaire and a personality inventory, the NEO PI-R, were collected using the 
archival research technique, and analyzed according to the aims of the study using both 
descriptive and inferential statistics.  The sample was described according to various biographical 
and education-related variables.  The results from the data analysis described in this chapter are 
reported in Chapter Five.      
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CHAPTER FIVE 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
Chapter Preview 
In this chapter, the results of the statistical analyses described in Chapter Four will be 
reported and discussed.  Statistical analyses focused on information extracted from a personality 
measure, namely, the NEO PI-R.  Tables and graphs will be used to facilitate the presentation of 
the findings. The main tables have been included in the text, while supplementary tables have 
been included in the Appendices to facilitate clarity or provide a more detailed account of the 
findings.  The five aims outlined in Chapter Four will guide the presentation and discussion of 
the results. The chapter will start with a brief description of the internal consistency of the NEO 
PI-R for this sample, before continuing to discuss the results obtained according to the five aims 
of the study.  The table below indicates the full names of the NEO PI-R domain scales and the 
abbreviations used for each scale.  The abbreviations are referred to throughout the remainder of 
this chapter.   
 
Table 14 
Abbreviations used for the NEO PI-R Domain Scales 
Abbreviation Full Name 
N Neuroticism 
E Extraversion 
O Openness to Experience 
A Agreeableness 
C Conscientiousness 
     
Internal Consistency of the NEO PI-R 
According to Dawis (1987), reliability is a function of both the sample and the instrument, 
and should therefore be evaluated on a sample from the intended population.  The NEO PI-R was 
originally standardized and normed on American populations, and as of yet has not been 
standardized for South African populations.  For this reason it was important to determine the 
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internal consistency of the NEO PI-R to establish whether it would be a valid and reliable 
measure of personality for South African populations.   
According to Aiken (2000), Cronbach’s coefficient alpha is an appropriate measure to use for 
estimating the reliability of a test which typically has three or more answer options.  Cronbach’s 
coefficient alpha is a measure of reliability used for a set of two or more construct indicators 
(Hair et al., 1998).  Simon (2008) defines it as “a measure of how well each individual item in a 
scale correlates with the sum of the remaining items” (para. 2).  While reliability coefficients of 
between .60 and .70 are considered at best, modest, for cognitive tests, they provide a satisfactory 
indication of a strong level of reliability for personality measures (Aiken, 2000).  A Cronbach 
coefficient alpha was calculated for each of the domains of the NEO PI-R for the total sample as 
well as for each of the different race groups.  The results are presented in Table 15, below. 
 
Table 15 
Internal Consistency of the NEO PI-R for Total and Sub-Samples 
NEO PI-R Domains Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha  
 Whites  
 
(n=193) 
Blacks 
 
(n=26) 
Coloureds 
 
(n=14) 
Asians 
 
(n=12) 
Total 
Sample 
(N=247) 
USA  
Sample 
Neuroticism .84 .86 .79 .85 .84 .92 
Extraversion .72  .56*  .61*  .37* .69 .89 
Openness .68  .58* .75  .57* .68 .87 
Agreeableness .78 .71 .73  .49* .75 .86 
Conscientiousness .78 .80 .86  .63* .78 .90 
* indicates scales of concern 
 
High coefficient alphas obtained for the USA normative sample (all domain scales above .85) 
indicated that the NEO PI-R is reliable for use in an American sample.  However, the coefficient 
alphas obtained for the sample in this study were somewhat lower than those obtained for the 
USA sample, and in some cases were less than ideal, falling below the recommended value 
(α = .70).   
 For the sample as a whole, the N and C domains were measured the most accurately, and had 
adequate internal consistency (α = .84 and α = .78 respectively).  This pattern has been found in 
international (Costa & McCrae, 1992a) and South African (Horn, 2000; Oakes, 2003) samples.  
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In contrast, the E and O domains produced the two lowest correlation coefficients, both falling 
below .70 (α = .69 and α = .68 respectively).  This suggests that, although these two domains 
contribute adequately to measuring the corresponding FFM domains, the items within these 
domains did not accurately measure the traits of extraversion and openness within the sample 
used for this study.  It would appear that there is certainly potential for further revision and 
refinement of these two scales within the South African context.   
For the purposes of this study, the internal consistency of the NEO PI-R was also evaluated 
separately for each of the race groups.  It should be noted that the sample sizes for the various 
race groups varied widely. While sample sizes for the White and Black race groups were 
adequate to provide reasonably reliable measures of Cronbach’s coefficient alpha, the small 
sample sizes for Coloureds and Asians means that the Cronbach coefficient alphas should be 
interpreted with caution.   
In general, the NEO PI-R showed greatest internal consistency for Whites, with four of the 
five domains’ correlation coefficients being greater than .70 (three of which were greater 
than .75).  Again, the N domain showed the greatest internal consistency with a correlation 
coefficient above .80 (α = .84).  The O domain had the lowest correlation coefficient, which was 
below .70.    The results indicated that the NEO PI-R generally shows adequate reliability for use 
amongst the White population within South Africa, although the O domain has room for 
improvement for this race group.    
The results for Blacks were more mixed.  Two scales, N and C (α = .86 and α = .80 
respectively), showed good internal consistency with correlation coefficients of .80 and above.  
These two scales had the greatest levels of internal consistency for Blacks over any of the other 
race groups.  Of concern for Blacks were the two domains, E and O.  Both had correlation 
coefficients below .60, suggesting that the items do not adequately contribute to the 
corresponding FFM Extraversion and Openness domains, and do not accurately measure these 
traits for this sub-sample.  These results suggest that serious revision is required on these two 
scales for the Black South African population.  
The results for Coloureds suggest adequate internal consistency on all domain scales, except 
perhaps the E domain scale, which may require some revision for this race group.  The NEO PI-R 
showed the poorest reliability for the Asian sub-sample with only N showing good internal 
consistency (α = .85).  With a correlation coefficient of .63, C was the only other scale above .60.  
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The remaining three scales all demonstrated poor internal consistency for the Asian sample (E 
and O had correlation coefficients below .50.), suggesting that in this instance the items from 
these domains did not adequately contribute to the corresponding FFM domains.  Despite the 
small sample sizes for these two sub-samples, which make it difficult to discuss the results with 
any certainty, the results are suggestive of a need for further research in this area and perhaps 
serious revision of the majority of scales for the Asian sample.  
On the whole, with regards to the internal consistency of the domain scales, the N and C 
domains, and to some extent the A domain, showed the greatest consistency across the race 
groups.  It would appear that both E and O, however, require further revision to improve their 
reliability within the South African context.  In terms of this particular study, these results are 
important as they suggest that the use of the NEO PI-R as a selection tool may place some race 
groups at a disadvantage compared to others.  This raises concerns regarding fair and equitable 
practices and students’ rights to equal opportunities within a university programme selection 
process.  Before the remaining results for the study are presented and discussed, a brief 
introduction to the interpretation of NEO PI-R personality profiles is necessary to orientate the 
reader to personality profiles and their meanings.  
   
Interpreting NEO PI-R Profiles 
The assessment measure utilized to assess personality in the present study, the NEO PI-R, 
provides a profile of normal personality.  Throughout the remaining sections of this chapter 
various NEO PI-R personality profiles are presented.  It should be remembered that all 
personality characteristics presented are within the normal range of functioning, and may 
represent areas of distress or discomfort, or strengths and weakness, rather than areas of social 
impairment or dysfunction (Piedmont, 1998).  Profile interpretation can be approached from 
different angles, thus necessitating a discussion on the approach to be used in the present study.     
Costa and McCrae (1992a) suggest that when interpreting profiles, the domains should be 
analyzed first to understand personality at its broadest level, before moving to the facet scales to 
provide a more detailed account of personality.  Domain profiles and facet scales are presented 
and discussed for the total sample as well as for each of the cluster groups identified.   
For more meaningful interpretation of data, raw scores have been converted to standardized 
T-scores, and are discussed relative to the Form S normative sample.  T-scores have a mean of 50 
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and a standard deviation of 10.  In addition, T-scores for the NEO PI-R are interpreted according 
to five categories ranging across Very Low, Low, Average, High, and Very High.  A T-score 
higher than 55 indicates that the individual is high on a trait, while a T-score below 45 indicates 
that the individual is low on a specific trait.  A T-score between 45 and 55 indicates an average 
level of that particular trait as compared to the normative group (Costa & McCrae, 1992a).  
It should be noted that “low”, “average” and “high” scores are neither absolutely good nor 
bad, and levels of traits should be seen in the context of particular activities.  Particular trait 
levels may be neutral or irrelevant for some activities, or either helpful or detrimental in other 
activities or tasks.  It should also be noted that while high or low scores tend to be more accurate 
and reflect more consistently the characteristics defining that end of the pole, average scores 
reflect an equal likelihood of the group exhibiting the characteristics of high and low poles.  
Average scores falling close to the high or low boundaries can misclassify a group as average, 
rather than high or low, on a particular trait (Piedmont, 1998).      
Therefore, the personality profiles presented in this chapter can all be defined as being 
“normal”.  The NEO PI-R is generally used by the participating Psychology Department to 
identify the presence of normal personality traits and styles of functioning deemed to be desirable, 
although research has shown its ability to indicate the presence of psychopathology (Costa and 
McCrae, 1990; Costa & Widiger, 2002; Wiggins & Pincus, 1989).  In addition, the sample used 
for the current study was considered to be a “normal” sample. Thus, the presence of possible 
pathological trait patterns was expected to be at a minimum.  However, within the context of 
potential psychologists-in-training some profiles presented trait patterns that were believed to be 
more suitable to the psychology profession than others.  In addition, as discussed in Chapter Two, 
personality traits describe the frequency or intensity of feelings, thoughts, and behaviours, and 
are therefore a matter of degree.  Thus, the personality profiles of each cluster are discussed in 
terms of the degree to which specific traits are present, and their suitability versus unsuitability 
within the profession of psychology, as opposed to their normality versus abnormality.  The 
results for the remainder of the chapter will be reported according to the aims of the study.       
 
Results for Aim 1 
The first aim of the study was to describe the personality characteristics of a group of short-
listed master’s psychology applicants according to the NEO PI-R.  In order to meet this aim, 
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descriptive statistics in the form of means, standard deviations, minimum and maximum values, 
and ranges were computed for the five domain scales and 30 facet scales of the NEO PI-R.  
Results are therefore reported on two levels, providing a global personality profile of the sample, 
as well as a more specific personality profile.   
 
Description of the Sample According to the NEO PI-R Domains  
In an effort to provide a global personality description of the total sample, Table 16 presents 
descriptive information for the total sample according to the five domain scales.   
 
Table 16 
Descriptive Statistics for the Domain Scale Scores for the Total Sample (N = 247) 
 M SD Minimum Maximum Range 
Neuroticism 42.81 (L) 9.10 22 79 57 
Extraversion 59.09 (H) 8.33 38 79 41 
Openness 61.81 (H) 8.68 37 80 43 
Agreeableness 55.73 (A) 10.48 20 80 60 
Conscientiousness 58.40 (H) 8.92 24 80 56 
Note: VH = Very High (T ≥65); H = High (56 ≤ Τ < 65); A = Average (45 ≤ Τ < 56); L = Low (35 ≤ Τ <45);    
VL = Very Low (Τ < 35)  
 
From Table 16 it can be seen that the mean T-score for N is clearly the lowest (M = 42.81) of 
the five domain scores, while the mean T-score for O is the highest (M = 61.81).  The mean T-
score for N falls into the category of Low, while the mean T-scores for E, O, and C are all similar 
(M = 59.09, M = 61.81, and M = 58.40 respectively), and fall into the High category.  Finally, A 
(M = 55.73) falls into the top end of the Average category, on the borderline between the Average 
and High categories.  (For a detailed account of the distribution of the sample across the 
categories according to the domain scales, refer to Table 1 in Appendix C.)  The domain scores 
for the total sample are represented graphically in Figure 2 as a global personality profile. 
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Figure 2: NEO PI-R Domain Profile for the Total Sample 
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Note: Very High (T≥65); High (56 ≤ Τ < 65); Average (45 ≤ Τ < 56); Low (35 ≤ Τ <45); Very Low (Τ < 35) 
 
In general, the group as a whole showed low levels of N reflecting a tendency in this group to 
be less emotionally reactive, and more calm, even-tempered, emotionally stable, free from 
persistent negative feelings, and able to deal with stressful situations in a calm manner (Costa & 
McCrae, 1992a).  With a high score on E, the group could be described as being fairly 
extraverted with a tendency towards engaging with the external world and being generally upbeat, 
optimistic, and energetic.  High levels of O reflect a cognitive style that is imaginative, creative, 
and able to think in symbols and abstractions (Johnson, n.d.; Piedmont, 1998).  This group of 
students was therefore likely to be intellectually curious, have a greater awareness of their 
feelings than the general population, and be more unconventional, willing to question authority, 
and open to new experiences and ideas.  Agreeableness provides an indication of the quality of 
interpersonal interactions.  A fell on the borderline between the Average and High categories and 
therefore reflected a tendency in this group to get along with others, be considerate, friendly, 
generous and helpful, and to view others in an optimistic light.  Finally, with a high score on C, 
this group could be described as being purposeful, organized, strong-willed, persistent, and able 
to control their impulses.   
It was interesting to note that in comparison to the USA combined normative sample (Costa 
& McCrae, 1992a) the mean T-scores for this sample were slightly lower (five points difference) 
on the N domain, and at least eight points or higher on the remaining four domains.  The greatest 
differences occurred on the E and O domains and the smallest difference on the N domain.  
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Broadly speaking, it appeared that the master’s psychology applicants may be more sociable and 
open-minded compared to the general population.  In comparing the mean T-scores on the 
domain scales for the psychology applicants in the present study to those of a mixed group (N = 
408) of South African university students (Heuchert et al., 2000), clear differences were also 
noted.  The psychology applicants in the present study had lower levels of N, higher A, and 
clearly higher levels of E, O, and C compared to the university students in the sample used by 
Heuchert et al (2000).  While none of these differences were tested for significance, the results 
suggested that the master’s psychology students had a somewhat different global personality 
profile compared to the general population and to other students enrolled for a different degree.  
There is a large amount of empirical literature supporting the notion that different professions 
are associated with particular personality types.  For instance, Harris (1994) found that 
differences existed in the personalities of students from the engineering, nursing, and psychology 
faculties, and that these differences could be clearly perceived by others.  Kline and Lapham 
(1992) concluded that engineering and natural science students were characterized by a highly 
obsessive personality, compared to the arts and social sciences students, who tended to be 
sociable and sensitive to sensory experiences.  Rubinstein and Strul (2007) found clinical 
psychologists to be more agreeable than doctors, lawyers, and artists.   
As highlighted in these references to the literature, the profile of this group of applicants 
characterized by the E and O domains was certainly in line with what previous research has 
found. In an effort to better understand how the domains interacted with each other, correlation 
analyses were conducted next.   
   
Correlations between the NEO PI-R Domains  
The interrelationships between the domain scores of the NEO PI-R for the total sample were 
explored using the Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient, or Pearson r.  The results 
are outlined in Table 17.    
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Table 17 
Correlation Matrix of the NEO PI-R Domains 
 Extraversion Openness Agreeableness Conscientiousness 
Neuroticism -.248* -.080 -.354* -.387* 
Extraversion   .152  .122  .225* 
Openness    .277*  .117 
Agreeableness     .456** 
     Bold font indicates statistically significant correlation (p<0.05) 
*   indicates low correlation, but with definite small relationship 
** indicates moderate correlation, with substantial relationship 
 
The results indicated relationships between some of the global personality traits.  Based on 
Guilford’s (1946) correlation classification table (See Chapter Four), these relationships ranged 
from being almost negligible relationships to some that were fairly substantial.  
A positive and substantial relationship (.456) was found between A and C, indicating that the 
more agreeable applicants were, the more active they tended to be in planning, organizing, and 
carrying out tasks.  The correlations between N and E, N and A, N and C, A and O, and C and E, 
were low, but had definite small relationships.  N negatively correlated with E, A, and C, 
indicating that the more prone the applicants were to experiencing psychological distress and 
emotional instability, the less likely they were to be extraverted, agreeable, and conscientious.  
The positive and significant correlation (.277) found between A and O, suggested that higher 
levels of agreeableness in applicants, tended towards those applicants being more curious and 
open to new experiences.  A positive and significant correlation (.225) was also found between C 
and E.  In this instance, the more extraverted applicants were, the more conscientious they tended 
to be.   
A picture of the global personality profile of the sample has been provided by highlighting 
results from the domain scales of the NEO PI-R.  As a whole, this group of master’s psychology 
applicants could therefore be described as being a generally emotionally well adjusted group. 
While these results are in contrast to studies suggesting that mental health professionals possess 
higher levels of psychopathology than the general population (Bermak, 1977; Thorsen, Budd, & 
Krauskopf, 1986; White & Franzoni, 1990),  they are congruent with numerous other studies that 
found psychology students and psychiatric trainees to be emotionally stable and well adjusted 
(Ault, 2001; Christodoulou & Lykouras, 1994; Christodoulou, Lykouras, Mountokalakis, & 
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Voulgari, 1995; Craig & Olsen, 1992; Shipp-Nelson, 2000, Snyder, 1955 ).  Lunt (2005), using a 
similar sample, but different assessment measure, the MMPI-2, also found short-listed master’s 
psychology applicants from the same Psychology Department as the one used in this study to be 
free of disabling pathology and relatively emotionally well adjusted.   
So far, in terms of what one might expect for a group of individuals planning a career in the 
field of psychology, a fairly positive picture of the sample has emerged, with low scores on N and 
higher scores on the remaining domains.  In terms of a global personality profile, the sample 
presented with what could be considered appropriate personality characteristics for 
psychologists-in-training, as the group exhibited an extraverted, agreeable, conscientious, and 
stable personality profile, which Engvik (1999) found characterized popular therapists. Next, the 
sample is described at the facet scale level, providing a more specific personality profile for the 
group of applicants.   
 
Description of the Sample According to the NEO PI-R Facets   
Descriptive information for the total sample according to the 30 facet scales is provided in 
Table 18.  The facet scales are arranged according to the previously reported domains, with six 
facet scales per domain. (Readers can refer to Tables 2 to 6 in Appendix C for a detailed account 
of the distribution of the sample across the categories according to the facet scales). 
From Table 18 it is clear that within the N domain, the mean T-score for Anxiety was the 
highest (M = 46.26), while the mean T-score for Vulnerability was the lowest (M = 41.48).  The 
facet scale Anxiety fell into the Average category, while Angry Hostility, Depression, Self-
Consciousness, and Impulsiveness all fell on the borderline between the Average and Low 
categories. Vulnerability fell into the Low category.  These scores suggest that this sample 
experienced slightly less negative affect than the general population and was quite capable of 
dealing with negative emotions when they arose.   
Within the E domain Table 18 shows that the mean T-score for Warmth was the highest (M = 
58.09), followed by Positive Emotions (M = 57.84), while Activity and Excitement-Seeking had 
two of the lowest mean T-scores with M = 52.17 and M = 54.25, respectively.  Warmth, 
Gregariousness, Assertiveness, and Positive Emotions all fell within the High category, while 
Activity and Excitement-Seeking fell into the Average category.  Gregariousness fell on the 
borderline between the Average and High categories.  This group could therefore be described as  
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Table 18 
Descriptive Statistics for the Facet Scale Scores for the Total Sample (N=247) 
 
NEUROTICISM 
 M SD Minimum Maximum Range  
Anxiety 46.26 (A) 9.08 23 73 50 
Angry Hostility 44.87 (L) 8.97 26 80 54 
Depression 45.21 (A) 7.98 29 73 44 
Self-Consciousness 45.13 (A) 9.55 23 76 53 
Impulsiveness 44.47 (L) 10.49 13 75 62 
Vulnerability 41.48 (L) 8.43 23 75 52 
 
EXTRAVERSION 
 M SD Minimum Maximum Range 
Warmth 58.09 (H) 7.96 24 74 50 
Gregariousness 56.87 (H) 10.03 28 80 52 
Assertiveness 57.34 (H) 9.18 30 80 50 
Activity 52.17 (A) 8.47 26 75 49 
Excitement-Seeking 54.25 (A) 9.07 28 76 48 
Positive Emotions 57.84 (H) 8.26 30 77 47 
 
OPENNESS TO EXPERIENCE 
 M SD Minimum Maximum Range 
Fantasy 57.03 (H) 10.06 31 80 49 
Aesthetics 58.39 (H) 9.89 25 80 55 
Feelings 57.84 (H) 8.25 36 80 44 
Actions 55.15 (A) 11.33 27 80 53 
Ideas 61.15 (H) 8.13 34 78 44 
Values 56.86 (H) 8.95 36 78 42 
 
AGREEABLENESS 
 M SD Minimum Maximum Range 
Trust 53.76 (A) 9.36 21 76 55 
Straightforwardness 52.25 (A) 9.91 20 73 53 
Altruism 56.72 (H) 10.13 20 76 56 
Compliance 51.55 (A) 9.39 27 79 52 
Modesty 52.09 (A) 11.52 20 77 57 
Tender-Mindedness 57.80 (H) 9.88 24 80 56 
 
CONSCIENTIOUSNESS 
 M SD Minimum Maximum Range 
Competence 57.16 (H) 8.93 23 79 56 
Order 50.95 (A) 9.57 20 76 56 
Dutifulness 54.82 (A) 9.34 29 73 44 
Achievement Striving 59.50 (H) 8.96 31 79 48 
Self-Discipline 56.64 (H) 8.66 28 74 46 
Deliberation 57.96 (H) 10.13 24 80 56 
Note: VH=Very High (T ≥ 65); H=High (56 ≤ Τ < 65); A=Average (45 ≤ Τ < 56); L=Low (35 ≤ Τ < 45); VL=Very Low (Τ < 35)  
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having a warm, affectionate, friendly, cheerful, and positive attitude towards others, making them 
easily approachable and fun to be around.    
On the O domain, the facet scale, Ideas, had the highest mean T-score (M = 61.15), while the 
facet scale, Actions, had the lowest mean T-score (M = 55.16).  Of the six E facet scales, only one, 
Actions, fell into the Average category, although this scale fell on the borderline, just below the 
High category.  The remaining five facet scales all fell into the High category.  On the O domain, 
this group was characterized by its flexibility, open-mindedness, and willingness to explore and 
consider new or unconventional ideas, although some structure and familiarity may be preferred 
in certain aspects.     
Within the A domain, Table 18 shows that Tender-Mindedness and Altruism had the highest 
mean T-scores (M = 57.80 and M = 56.72 respectively), while Compliance had the lowest mean 
T-score (M = 51.55).  Trust, Straightforwardness, Compliance, and Modesty all fell into the 
Average category, while Altruism and Tender-Mindedness fell into the High category.  This 
group was characterized on the A domain by the high scores on Altruism and Tender-Mindedness, 
suggesting a general orientation towards empathic concern for the welfare of others and a desire 
to help others to overcome their problems (Costa & McCrae, 1992a; Piedmont, 1998).   
On the C domain, Table 18 shows that Achievement-Striving had the highest (M = 59.50) 
mean T-score, while Order had the lowest (M = 50.95).  Two of the facet scales in the C domain, 
Order and Dutifulness, both fell into the Average category, while the remaining four facet scales 
fell into the High category.  In general, this sample could be described as aspiring to high 
personal standards, being confident in their abilities to meet their goals and achieve success, and 
achieving a good degree of personal control in their lives.     
In comparing the facet scales scores of this sample to those of the USA combined normative 
sample (Costa & McCrae, 1992a), differences were noted on particular scales.  Although the 
mean T-scores of the two samples compared favourably on the Anxiety, Depression, Self- 
Consciousness, and Impulsiveness scales, the sample from this study obtained lower scores on 
Angry Hostility and Vulnerability.  This suggests that although the psychology applicants may 
have experienced similar levels of anxiety, depression, self-consciousness, and impulsiveness 
compared to the general population, they were better able to cope with these feelings. 
On the E domain, scores were comparable between the two samples on the Activity and 
Excitement-Seeking facet scales, but were higher (by at least eight points) for the sample in the 
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present study on the remaining scales, Warmth, Gregariousness, Assertiveness, and Positive 
Emotions.  These differences suggest a higher degree and intensity of positive interpersonal 
involvement in the psychology applicants compared to the general population.   
Participants in this study generally scored higher than the normative sample on the O domain, 
with the greatest differences being found on the Aesthetics, Feelings, and Ideas scales.  
Elevations in these scales suggest that the psychology applicants may be somewhat more 
emotionally aware, creative, and tolerant of change than the general population.    
On the A domain, Altruism and Tender-Mindedness stood out significantly as having the two 
greatest differences (11 points difference) on the mean T-scores between the two samples.  
Therefore, in terms of interpersonal style, the master’s psychology applicants appeared to have a 
more humanistic focus and desire to help others, compared to the general population.       
Finally, the sample from the present study generally scored higher than the normative sample 
on the C domain, with the greatest differences observed on the Achievement-Striving, Self-
Discipline, and Deliberation facet scales.  This is suggestive of a greater sense of purpose and 
direction in life, and higher levels of ambition, persistence, focus, and motivation in achieving 
their goals compared to the general population.   
Again, as with the domain scales, these differences were not tested for significance, but 
suggest that the master’s psychology applicants differed from the general population on particular 
personality traits within the broader global traits.   
In this sub-section, a more specific personality profile of the sample as a whole has been 
provided by highlighting results from the facet scales of the NEO PI-R.  In an attempt to provide 
a more meaningful description of the sample, personality is also described and compared in 
relation to various biographical and education-related variables.  These results are discussed 
according to the second aim of the study.  
 
Results for Aim 2 
The second aim of the study was to determine the relationship between personality 
characteristics and certain biographical and education-related variables.  The biographical 
variables refer to certain personal characteristics of the applicants and include gender, age, home 
language, and race group.  Alternatively, the education-related variables refer to those variables 
relating to previous education and current desired master’s psychology programme.  These 
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variables include the type of degree obtained, academic rating, number of years since the 
applicant last studied, preference for the clinical or counselling master’s psychology programme, 
and outcome of application.   
In order to explore these relationships, various data analysis methods were utilized.  In short, 
descriptive statistics were used to provide a general description of a global personality profile for 
each of the variables.  To test the difference of means across the groupings within each of the 
variables, t-tests, and in some cases ANOVA’s and post hoc analyses were utilized. Post hoc 
analyses were conducted using Scheffé tests.  Such analyses provided some comparative data 
regarding personality and the specific variables.  Biographical variables are presented first, 
followed by the education-related variables.   
 
The Relationship between Personality and Biographical Variables 
In this section, the personality characteristics of the sample are explored and described in 
terms of gender, age, race group, and home language.   
 
The relationship between personality and gender. 
As described in Chapter Four, females constituted the vast majority of the total sample, with 
214 females and only 33 males, thus reflecting the national disparity in gender within the 
profession of psychology.  A general description of global personality in terms of gender is 
provided in Table 19.  
Table 19 
NEO PI-R Domain Scale Scores According to Gender (N=247) 
 Female (n = 214) Male (n = 33) 
 M SD M SD 
Neuroticism 42.41  (L) 8.99 45.36  (A) 9.48 
Extraversion 58.92  (H) 7.97 60.21  (H) 10.45 
Openness 61.54  (H) 8.53 63.58  (H) 9.58 
Agreeableness 55.62  (A) 10.79 56.42  (H) 8.24 
Conscientiousness 58.69  (H) 8.62 56.58  (H) 10.67 
 Note: VH = Very High (T ≥ 65); H = High (56 ≤ Τ < 65); A = Average (45 ≤ Τ < 56); L = Low (35 ≤ Τ <45);  
VL = Very Low (Τ < 35)  
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Generally, males and females presented with very similar mean T-scores across all five 
domains, with the majority of mean T-scores falling into the High category.  In the instances of 
the N and A domains, where males and females fell into different categories (females: Low N; 
males: Average N; and females: Average A; males: High A), it should be noted that the N mean 
T-score fell on the borderline between the Low and Average categories for males, and the A mean 
T-score fell on the borderline between the Average and High categories for females.  A t-test 
found no significant differences between the mean T-scores of males and females on any of the 
domain scales. 
Research has shown that in normal populations gender differences are generally small relative 
to individual variation within genders (Costa, Terracciano, & McCrae, 2001).  However, in cases 
where gender differences do exist, they tend to follow the same direction regardless of the culture.  
In terms of the domain scales, generally women tend to be higher in Neuroticism and 
Agreeableness (Costa et al., 2001). Rubinstein and Strul (2007) also found that in a sample 
composed of lawyers, artists, doctors, and clinical psychologists, the women exhibited 
significantly higher neuroticism and extraversion traits than men.       
In terms of the mean T-scores on the facet scales, males and females differed significantly    
(p < 0.05, see Table 7 in Appendix C for t-test results) on two scales, namely, Anxiety and 
Depression.    
For Anxiety, females presented with a significantly lower mean T-score (M = 45.7) than 
males (M = 49.94) with the former falling into the low Average category and the latter falling 
into the Average category.  For Depression females again had a lower mean T-score (M = 44.71) 
than males (M = 48.39) as females fell into the Low category and males fell into the Average 
category.  Therefore, males were found to have significantly higher levels of Anxiety and 
Depression than females in this sample, although in terms of selection for the master’s 
psychology programme, both groups would be considered to exhibit normal levels of both 
Anxiety and Depression. 
These results are in contrast to previous research findings regarding gender differences on the 
facet scales.  As mentioned earlier in this section, women generally show higher scores on facet 
scales on the N domain as well as on the facet scales, Warmth and Openness to Feelings.  Men on 
the other hand, tend to be higher in Assertiveness and Openness to Ideas (Costa et al., 2001).  In 
samples of psychology students, significant gender differences have also been found.  Downs, 
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Stephens, and Jenkins (1996) concluded that male counselling students had more favourable 
personal characteristics than female students. Craig and Olsen (1992) also found significant 
gender differences in a group of students in a Doctoral Psychology Programme. These 
differences were not found in the sample from the present study.              
 
The relationship between personality and age. 
As was the case with gender distribution, the sample distribution according to age was also 
vastly unequal.  Table 20 provides a description of the sample in terms of the relationship 
between age and global personality.   
 
Table 20 
NEO PI-R Domain Scale Scores According to Age (N = 247) 
 20-29 years (n = 199)  30+ years (n = 48) 
 M SD M SD 
Neuroticism 43.06  (L) 8.88 41.77  (L) 9.96 
Extraversion 59.23  (H) 8.41 58.50  (H) 8.02 
Openness 61.61  (H) 8.78 62.67  (H) 8.29 
Agreeableness 55.55  (A) 10.35 56.46  (H) 11.06 
Conscientiousness 58.29  (H) 8.73 58.88  (H) 9.78 
 Note: VH = Very High (T ≥ 65); H = High (56 ≤ Τ < 65); A = Average (45 ≤ Τ < 56); L = Low (35 ≤ Τ <45);  
VL = Very Low (Τ < 35)  
 
Generally, the two age groups presented with very similar mean T-scores across all five 
domains, with the majority of the mean T-scores falling into the High category.  The N domain 
fell into the Low category for both age groups, and although the group 20-29 Years fell into the 
Average category for A, this mean T-score fell on the borderline between the Average and High 
categories. A t-test revealed that no significant differences between the mean T-scores of the two 
age groups existed on any of the five domain scales. 
At the facet level, however, two statistically significant differences on the E domain were 
revealed.  The mean T-scores of the two age groups differed significantly (p < 0.05, see Table 8 
in Appendix C for t-test results) on both the Assertiveness and Excitement-Seeking facet scales.  
Assertiveness increased with age as the younger group, obtained a lower mean T-score (M = 
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56.70) than the older group (M = 59.96), while the Excitement-Seeking trait decreased with age as 
the younger group obtained a higher mean T-score (M = 55.08) than the older group (M = 50.83).   
The relationship between personality and age was discussed to some extent in Chapter Two.  
Generally, there is consensus that one could expect an increase in A and C and a decrease in N 
with age (Helson, Kwan, John, & Jones, 2002; Roberts et al., 2003; Wood & Roberts, 2006).  
Therefore, as people become older, they are generally able to deal more effectively with stress, 
and become more self-controlled and pleasant in interpersonal interactions (Hogan & Roberts, 
2004).  However, this pattern of personality development was not supported by the findings of 
the present study.     
More complex patterns of development are found within Extraversion and Openness to 
Experience, with the latter trait evidencing a curvilinear relationship to age (Roberts, Wood, & 
Smith, 2005).  Furthermore, research suggests that when E is divided into two constituents, social 
vitality (sociability) and social dominance, clear developmental changes are noted.  While social 
vitality decreases with age, social dominance tends to increase (Woods & Roberts, 2006).  
According to Hogan and Roberts (2004), traits related to typical activity and energy levels tend to 
decrease slightly with age.  This trend was supported to some extent by the present study, where 
assertiveness increased with age, but the need for excitement and stimulation decreased with age.       
 
The relationship between personality and race. 
The relationship between personality and race group was also investigated.  In an attempt to 
correct for small expected frequencies, which would limit the use of statistical tests, the sample 
was collapsed across categories and redistributed into three groups with fewer cells and larger 
frequencies (Harris, 1998).  The categories were named White, Black, and “Other”.  The latter 
group consisted of a mixed race group which included the Coloured, Asian, and Other race 
groups.  Table 21 presents a global personality description according to race group.       
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Table 21 
NEO PI-R Domain Scale Scores According to Race Group (N = 247) 
 White (n=193) Black (n=26) Other (n=28) 
 M SD M SD M SD 
Neuroticism 43.03 (L) 9.46 42.69 (L) 8.27 41.39 (L) 7.17 
Extraversion 59.17 (H) 8.62 58.88 (H) 7.73 58.71 (H) 6.92 
Openness 62.64 (H) 8.69 56.08 (H) 7.39 61.46 (H) 7.96 
Agreeableness 56.38 (H) 10.57 49.92 (A) 10.53 56.64 (H) 8.19 
Conscientiousness 58.38 (H) 9.04 59.42 (H) 8.42 57.61 (H) 8.81 
 Note: VH = Very High (T ≥ 65); H = High (56 ≤ Τ < 65); A = Average (45 ≤ Τ < 56);  L = Low (35 ≤ Τ <45);  
VL = Very Low (T < 35)  
 
    In general, the three race groups exhibited fairly similar mean T-scores across the N, E, and 
C domains with some differences noted on the O and A domains.  ANOVAs were therefore 
conducted to determine if there were significant differences across the domains according to race.  
ANOVAs revealed significant differences (p < 0.05, see Table 13 in Appendix C for the ANOVA 
results) according to race on only the O and A domains. Further post hoc analyses were 
conducted on these scales to determine where the differences lay among the various race groups.  
The results are presented in Table 22.   
 
Table 22 
Post Hoc Scheffé Tests to Determine Differences across Race Group on the Openness to 
Experience and Agreeableness Domains 
  Black “Other” 
Openness White 0.001* 0.792 
Black  0.068 
 
Agreeableness 
White 0.012* 0.992 
Black  0.060 
Note: * indicates significance where p < 0.05 
 
Significant differences (p < 0.05) between the mean T-scores for the O and A domains were 
only found between the White and Black race groups.  In the case of both O and A, Whites had 
significantly higher mean T-scores than Blacks.  Both race groups fell into the High category on 
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O, although Blacks fell on the borderline between the Average and High categories.  It should be 
noted that O had poor internal consistency for the Black race group and the results should 
therefore be viewed with caution.  On A, Whites fell into the High category, on the borderline 
between the Average and High categories, while Blacks fell toward the middle of the Average 
category.  Heuchert et al. (2000) revealed similar findings from their South African sample of 
university students where Whites scored significantly higher than Blacks on the O, A, and E 
domains.  Their results revealed that O accounted for twice as much of the variance as E and A 
combined.         
Further analyses were conducted on the smaller facet scales, revealing significant differences 
on some of these.  After conducting ANOVAs, race groups were found to differ significantly     
(p < 0.05, see Table 14 in Appendix C for detailed results) on seven facet scales, namely, Activity, 
Fantasy, Feelings, Actions, Trust, Modesty, and Deliberation.  Post hoc Sheffé tests were 
conducted, the results of which follow in Table 23. 
 
Table 23 
Post Hoc Scheffé Tests to Determine Differences across Race Group on the Facet Scales 
 Race Black “Other” 
 
Activity 
White 0.058 0.956 
Black  0.120 
 
Fantasy 
White 0.004* 0.219 
Black  0.430 
 
Feelings 
White 0.000* 0.417 
Black   0.021* 
 
Actions 
White 0.132 0.265 
Black   0.023* 
 
Trust 
White  0.000* 0.969 
Black   0.008* 
 
Modesty 
White  0.000* 0.473 
Black   0.000* 
 
Deliberation 
White  0.002* 0.982 
Black   0.031* 
Note: * indicates significance where p < 0.05 
 127
In terms of the facet scales, significant differences were found on the E, O, A, and C domains.  
However, on the E domain, despite the ANOVA revealing a significant difference on the Activity 
facet scale, the less powerful post hoc analysis was unable to detect where this difference lay.  
On the O domain, three facet scales differed significantly according to race.  On the Fantasy 
facet scale, only Whites and Blacks differed significantly from each other.  Blacks presented with 
significantly lower mean T-scores (M = 51.19) compared to Whites (M = 58.16) on this scale, 
with the former falling into the Average category and the latter into the High category.  Therefore, 
the Blacks in this sample appeared to indulge less in imagination and fantasy and be more 
practically minded than the White applicants.  Heuchert et al. (2000) revealed the same trend in 
their sample of South African university students.     
Whites and Blacks also differed significantly from each other on the Feelings facet scale, 
again with Blacks scoring a lower mean T-score (M = 50.81) than Whites (M = 58.94).  Blacks 
also differed significantly from the “Other” race group (M = 56.82) on this scale.  Both Whites 
and the “Other” race group fell into the High category for the Feelings facet scale, while Blacks 
fell into the Average category.  From these results it was concluded that the White and “Other” 
applicants in this sample were more receptive of their inner feelings than the Black applicants and 
were more likely to value feelings as an important part of life.  Again, Heuchert et al. (2000) 
found the same differences between Blacks and Whites in their study and reported that race had 
the greatest impact on the Feelings facet scale.    
Finally, on the O domain, Blacks were found to differ significantly from the “Other” race 
group on the Actions facet scale.  The “Other” race group presented with the highest mean T-
score (M = 58.93), followed by Whites (M = 55.23) and then Blacks (M = 50.50).  Both Whites 
and Blacks fell into the Average category, while the “Other” race group fell into the High 
category.  Therefore, of the three race groups, Blacks preferred the most structure, and valued the 
familiar over novelty and variety more.  Heuchert et al. (2000) noted the same trend in their 
sample between the Black and White students.     
Moving onto the A domain, both Trust and Modesty were found to differ significantly across 
race.  On the Trust facet scale, Blacks scored significantly lower (M = 46.50) than Whites (M = 
54.67) and the “Other” (M = 54.21) race group. The former group fell at the lower end of the 
Average category while the latter two groups fell at the upper end of the Average category. 
Therefore, while Whites and the “Other” race group tended to view others as generally honest 
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and well-intentioned, Blacks had a more guarded approach in their evaluation of people, holding 
a degree of skepticism and cynicism regarding others’ intentions.  On the Modesty facet scale, 
Blacks also scored significantly lower (M = 39.58) than Whites (M = 53.90) and the “Other”    
(M = 51.25) race group.  The “Other” race group and Whites fell into the Average category for 
Modesty, while Blacks fell into the Low category.  It is possible, judging from these scores that 
the Black applicants may come across as feeling superior to others, or as being aggressive or 
tough compared to the other applicants.  Heuchert et al. (2000) did not find these particular 
differences between Blacks and Whites in their own sample, but rather, found significant 
differences on the Straightforwardness, Altruism, and Compliance facet scales.        
Finally, only Deliberation was found to differ significantly on the C domain.  While all three 
groups tended to think carefully before acting and to be cautious and logical in their approach to 
making decisions, Black applicants were even more so than the other applicants as Blacks scored 
significantly higher (M = 64.65) than the Whites (M = 57.50) and the “Other” race group          
(M = 57.12).  Despite these differences, all three race groups fell into the High category for 
Deliberation, with Blacks falling on the borderline between the High and Very High categories.  
Heuchert et al. (2000) found the Deliberation facet scale to be the only one on the C domain 
where Blacks and Whites differed significantly.      
The variable, race, has a somewhat limited utility in the South African context due to the 
diversity of cultures represented in the country.  Home language may provide a better quality of 
information regarding cultural differences than race.     
  
The relationship between personality and home language. 
The sample distribution according to home language was again, highly skewed.  Again, in an 
attempt to correct for small expected frequencies, the sample was collapsed across categories and 
redistributed into four groups with fewer cells and larger frequencies (Harris, 1998).  The 
categories were named English, Afrikaans, African, and “Other”.  The African category was 
made up of various African languages considered to be part of South Africa’s 11 official 
languages.  Of greatest relevance to the South African context are the first three categories, the 
results of which are reported in Table 24.       
 
 
 129
Table 24 
NEO PI-R Domain Scores According to Home Language (N = 247) 
 English (n = 133) Afrikaans (n = 79) African (n = 20) 
 M SD M SD M SD 
Neuroticism 43.23 (L) 9.40 41.71 (L) 8.63 41.20 (L) 6.81 
Extraversion 59.08 (H) 7.96 59.91 (H) 9.06 58.95 H) 7.07 
Openness 62.36 (H) 9.14 62.59 (H) 7.90 56.50 (H) 7.80 
Agreeableness 55.87 (A) 9.24 58.38 (H) 11.19 51.00 (A) 11.29 
Conscientiousness 57.71 (H) 8.88 59.68 (H) 9.35 60.95 (H) 8.22 
Note: VH = Very High (T ≥ 65); H = High (56 ≤ Τ < 65); A = Average (45 ≤ Τ < 56); L = Low (35 ≤ Τ <45);  
VL = Very Low (Τ < 35)  
 
Generally, mean T-scores were very similar for the three home languages on the N and E 
domains.  There were, however, notable differences between the mean T-scores on the O, A, and 
C domains.  ANOVAs were therefore conducted to test for significance.  Similar to the results for 
race, ANOVAs revealed significant differences on the O and A domains where p < 0.05 (see 
Table 15 in Appendix C for ANOVA results) resulting in further post hoc analyses being 
conducted to determine where the differences lay. The results are presented in Table 25.   
 
Table 25 
Post Hoc Scheffé Tests to Determine Differences across Home Language on the Openness to 
Experience and Agreeableness Domains 
  Afrikaans African 
Openness English 0.998   0.046* 
Afrikaans    0.047* 
Agreeableness English 0.385 0.259 
Afrikaans    0.039* 
Note: * indicates significance where p < 0.05 
 
Significant differences among the mean T-scores for the O domain were found between the 
English and African home languages and the Afrikaans and African home languages, respectively.  
No significant difference between the English and Afrikaans home languages was found.  English 
and Afrikaans home language speakers were found to be more intellectually curious, creative, 
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and tolerant of change than African home language speakers, as the former two groups exhibited 
significantly higher levels of O (M = 62.36 and M = 62.60 respectively) than the latter group    
(M = 56.50).  All three language groups fell into the High category, with the African home 
language speakers falling on the borderline between the Average and High categories. It should 
be noted that O had poor internal consistency for the Black race group and the results should 
therefore be viewed with caution. 
Significant differences between the mean T-scores for the A domain were only found between 
the Afrikaans and African home languages.  Of all three groups, Afrikaans home language 
speakers enjoyed being with others the most, as they fell into the High category (M = 58.38), 
while African home language speakers were the least agreeable of the three groups (M = 51.00), 
falling into the Average category.  Despite the English home language speakers presenting with a 
slightly different mean T-score (M = 55.87) to the other two groups, these differences were not 
significant.  English home language speakers fell on the borderline between the Average and 
High categories.   
ANOVAs revealed that home language groups differed significantly (p < 0.05, see Table 16 
in Appendix C for ANOVA results) on eight facet scales, namely, Gregariousness, Activity, 
Fantasy, Feelings, Trust, Modesty, Achievement-Striving, and Deliberation resulting in further 
post hoc analyses being conducted, the results of which are presented in Table 26. 
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Table 26 
Post Hoc Scheffé Tests to Determine Differences across Home Language on the Facet Scales 
 Home Language Afrikaans African 
 
Gregariousness 
English 0.840 0.313 
Afrikaans  0.148 
 
Activity 
English 0.997 0.114 
Afrikaans  0.109 
 
Fantasy 
English 0.489 0.775 
Afrikaans   0.017* 
 
Feelings 
English 0.939  0.000* 
Afrikaans   0.000* 
 
Trust 
English 0.100  0.015* 
Afrikaans   0.007* 
 
Modesty 
English 0.033*  0.000* 
Afrikaans   0.000* 
 
Achievement-Striving 
English 0.023* 0.636 
Afrikaans   0.030* 
 
Deliberation 
English 0.938  0.001* 
Afrikaans   0.007* 
 Note: * indicates significant difference (p < 0.05) 
 
Although ANOVAs revealed two significant differences on the E domain (Gregariousness 
and Activity), the less powerful post hoc analyses could not detect where these differences lay.  
Afrikaans and African home language speakers differed significantly on the O domain on the 
Fantasy facet scale, with the former group indulging more in fantasy and imagination, as they fell 
into the High category (M = 59.01), than the latter group (M = 51.00), who fell into the Average 
category.  English speakers fell into the High category (M = 56.82) on this facet scale, but did not 
differ significantly from either the Afrikaans or African speakers.  
The African home language speakers differed significantly from both the English and 
Afrikaans speakers on the Feelings facet scale.  The former group was less in tune with their 
feelings and attributed less importance to feelings, scoring the lowest (M = 50.15) on this trait 
compared to  English and Afrikaans speakers who had similar mean T-scores for the Feeling 
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facet scale (M = 58.47 and M = 59.19, respectively).  African speakers fell into the Average 
category, while both English and Afrikaans speakers fell into the High category.       
Trust and Modesty, both components of the A domain, were also found to differ significantly 
among the home languages.  Although all three home languages fell within the Average category 
for Trust, English and Afrikaans home language speakers were significantly more trusting as they 
presented with higher mean T-scores (M = 54.75 and M = 54.87 respectively), than African home 
language speakers who, with significantly lower mean T-scores (M = 46.90), were more guarded 
and skeptical of others’ intentions.    
In terms of the Modesty facet scale, all three home languages differed significantly from each 
other on the Modesty facet scale.  Afrikaans speakers were the most humble and unassuming as 
they presented with the highest mean T-score (M = 56.34), followed by English speakers          
(M = 51.81), and then African speakers (M = 39.60).  Accordingly, Afrikaans speakers fell into 
the High category, English speakers into the Average category, and African speakers into Low 
category.  African speakers therefore presented with a conceited, arrogant, and superior attitude, 
compared to remaining two groups.     
Finally, on the C domain, both Achievement-Striving and Deliberation were found to differ 
significantly according to home language.  On the Achievement-Striving facet scale, significant 
differences were found between the English (M = 58.54) and Afrikaans (M = 62.41) speakers, as 
well as between the Afrikaans (M = 62.41) and African (M = 5.80) speakers.  Afrikaans, 
followed by English speakers showed the greatest orientation towards achievement as they both 
fell into the High category, while African speakers fell on the borderline between the Average 
and High categories.   
The African home language speakers differed significantly from both the English and 
Afrikaans speakers on the Deliberation facet scale, with no difference being found between the 
English and Afrikaans speakers.  African speakers were significantly more deliberate and 
cautious in their actions and decision-making, as they presented with the highest mean T-score 
(M = 66.50), than the English (M = 56.87) and Afrikaans (M = 57.76) speakers, although all 
groups showed high levels of Deliberation.   
In general, the results for home language supported the patterns found according to race 
group, probably due to the fact that the home language groups were closely aligned to the race 
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groups.  The relationships between personality and various education-related variables are 
reported next.             
 
The Relationship between Personality and Education-Related Variables 
In this section, the personality characteristics of the sample are explored and described in 
terms of some of the education-related variables.  These variables are usually considered in the 
selection process and are related to past formal education and present choice of psychology 
programme.  Education-related variables relating to past education included the type of degree 
obtained as well as academic performance within that degree.  Variables relating to current 
psychology programme choice included preference for Clinical or Counselling Psychology as a 
first choice, and outcome of the application.   
 
The relationship between personality and degree obtained. 
In an effort to better understand the type of student applying for the master’s psychology 
programme it was decided to explore whether there were any personality differences between 
applicants who had completed a BPsych degree and those who had completed an Honours degree.  
The Honours degree is a one-year postgraduate course which only includes theoretical 
coursework.  Alternatively, the BPsych degree is a four-year undergraduate degree which 
includes coursework as well as six months of practical training.  Table 27 provides a comparison 
of the mean T-scores for each of the domains for both Honours and BPsych degree students. 
 
Table 27 
NEO PI-R Domain Scale Scores According to Degree Obtained (N = 247) 
 Honours (n = 177) BPsych (n = 55) 
 M SD M SD 
Neuroticism 43.20  (L) 9.04 40.27  (L) 9.09 
Extraversion 58.93  (H) 8.15 60.00  (H) 9.14 
Openness 61.60  (H) 8.73 62.00  (H) 8.49 
Agreeableness 55.08  (A) 10.73 58.45  (H) 9.47 
Conscientiousness 58.16  (H) 8.61 59.27  (H) 9.42 
Note: VH = Very High (T ≥ 65); H = High (56 ≤ Τ <65); A = Average (45 ≤ Τ < 56); L = Low (35 ≤ Τ <45);  
VL = Very Low (T <35)  
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Both groups of applicants scored similarly on the O and C domains, with slightly larger 
differences being noted on the N, E, and A domains.  A t-test was utilized to test the noted 
differences for significance.   
The results of the t-test revealed significant differences (p < 0.05, see Table 9 in Appendix C 
for detailed results) between the mean T-scores of Honours and BPsych students on the N and A 
domain scales.  Despite both falling into the Low category, BPsych students were more 
emotionally stable than Honours degree students as the former scored significantly lower on the 
N domain (M = 40.27), than the latter (M = 43.20).  BPsych students were also more agreeable 
than Honours students as they had significantly higher A mean T-scores (M = 58.45) than the 
Honours degree students (M = 55.08), with the former falling into the High category and the 
latter into the Average category.  Differences between the two groups were further explored at 
the facet scale level, with t-tests being utilized again.   
T-tests conducted on the facet scales revealed significant differences (p < 0.05, see Table 10 
in Appendix C for detailed results) on four facet scales, namely, Anxiety, Depression, Trust, and 
Modesty.  Honours degree students were significantly more anxious and prone to negative affect 
than BPsych students as the former group had significantly higher mean T-scores on both Anxiety 
(M = 46.80) and Depression (M = 45.56) than the latter group (Anxiety: M = 43.65; 
Depression: M = 43.04).  In both instances, Honours degree students fell into the Average 
category, while BPsych degree students fell into the Low category.   
On the A domain, BPsych students were more trusting, peaceable, humble, and unassuming, 
with significantly higher mean T-scores on both Trust (M = 56.56) and Modesty (M = 54.95) 
compared to the Honours degree students (Trust: M = 53.14; Modesty: M = 51.36).  On the Trust 
facet scale, Honours degree students fell into the Average category, while BPsych students fell 
into the High category.  Despite a significant difference on the Modesty facet scale, both groups 
of students fell into the Average category.   
Due to the fact that the BPsych degree is a relatively new degree within South Africa, no 
previous research could be found comparing these students to Psychology Honours students.  
However, from the results of this study it was concluded that although both groups of students 
appeared to experience little psychological distress, the Honours degree students were more 
likely to experience some anxiety or depression than the BPsych students should they become 
distressed.  Although both groups exhibited a tendency to get along with others and view human 
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nature in an optimistic manner, BPsych students showed this trait to a greater degree.  In 
particular, BPsych students generally assumed most people to be honest, fair, and well-
intentioned, while Honours students took a more guarded approach in their evaluation of people.  
In addition, BPsych students appeared to have less of a need talk about or highlight their 
achievements to others than the Honours students.  Honours students may therefore come across 
as being slightly arrogant or superior to others compared to their BPsych counterparts.  However, 
these scores for the Honours degree students were within the normal range of functioning and 
represented areas of possible discomfort, and not psychosocial dysfunction (Piedmont, 1998).  It 
was interesting to note that the BPsych students had a greater probability of being selected than 
the Honours students.  The possible reasons for this, however, are beyond the scope of this study.            
    
The relationship between personality and academic rating. 
Much has been written on the relationship between academic performance and personality.  
Although the debate regarding the link between the two continues, some consistent results have 
been found, particularly with regards to the FFM factors. In addition, academic rating contributes 
50% of the weighting in the selection process at the higher education institution utilized in the 
present study.  It was therefore decided to explore the relationship further in this sample.  Table 
28 provides a description of global personality according to the three academic ratings assigned 
as part of the selection process.   
 
Table 28 
NEO PI-R Domain Scores According to Academic Rating (N = 246) 
 75+ % (n=122) 70% – 74% (n=88) 60% - 69% (n=36) 
 M SD M SD M SD 
Neuroticism 42.93 (L) 9.31 43.52 (L) 8.43 40.86 (L) 9.88 
Extraversion 59.24 (H) 8.47 58.31 (H) 8.60 60.61 (H) 7.15 
Openness 63.34 (H) 8.13 61.17 (H) 9.36 58.50 (H) 7.78 
Agreeableness 57.72 (H) 10.51 54.11 (A) 9.84 53.11 (A) 10.95 
Conscientiousness 59.80 (H) 8.28 56.14 (H) 9.07 59.11 (H) 9.88 
Note: VH = Very High (T ≥ 65); H = High (56 ≤ Τ < 65); A = Average (45 ≤ Τ < 56); L = Low (35 ≤ Τ <45);  
VL = Very Low (T <35)  
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From Table 28 there appeared to be little difference between the mean T-scores on the N and 
E domains, with all three groups falling into the Low and High categories, respectively.  
However, mean T-scores appeared to be more variable on the remaining three domains.  
ANOVAs were performed to test for significant differences between the three groups of 
academic ratings, the results of which revealed significant differences (p < 0.05, see Table 17 in 
Appendix C for detailed results) on the O, A, and C domains.  Further post hoc Scheffé tests 
where conducted, the results of which are presented in Table 29.   
 
Table 29 
Post Hoc Scheffé Tests to Determine Differences across Academic Rating on the Openness, 
Agreeableness & Conscientiousness Domains 
 Academic Rating 70% - 74% 60% -  69% 
Openness 75+ % 0.289  0.013* 
70% - 74%  0.196 
 
Agreeableness 
75+ %  0.046* 0.065 
70% - 74%  0.887 
 
Conscientiousness 
75+ %  0.013* 0.918 
70% - 74%  0.235 
Note: * indicates significance where p < 0.05 
 
The above table indicates a significant difference between the highest and lowest academic 
rating scores on the O domain.  Despite both groups falling into the High category on this domain, 
applicants with the highest academic ratings were significantly more curious and open to new 
experiences (M = 63.34) than those with the lowest academic ratings (M = 58.50).  These results 
were therefore in accordance with the literature supporting the positive link between the two 
variables, although mixed results are also reported in the literature. Positive correlations have 
been found between O and academic performance amongst first-years (De Fruyt & Mervielde, 
1996), and postgraduate MBA students (Rothstein et al., 1994), while other studies have found no 
correlation between the two variables (Hair & Hampson, 2006). 
On the A domain, the 75+% and 70%-74% groups differed significantly from one another, 
where the former was significantly more agreeable (M = 57.72) than the latter (M = 54.11). 
Interestingly, the group with the lowest academic rating did not differ significantly from the other 
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two groups, despite having the lowest mean T-score (M = 53.11) on A of the three groups.  This 
anomaly may, however, be a function of the large differences in sample sizes.  These results, as 
they stand, suggest that A may play some role in determining the academic success of the 
psychology applicants in this sample, although this is in contrast to the literature, which has 
found A to be mostly unassociated with academic success at a university level (O’Connor & 
Paunonen, in press).   
Finally, the 75+% and 70%-74% groups also differed significantly from each other on C.  
Applicants with the highest academic rating had the highest mean T-score (M = 59.80), thus 
appearing to be significantly more planful, organized, and diligent in carrying out tasks than 
those with the academic rating of 70%-74% (M = 56.14).  Interestingly, there was almost no 
difference between the academic ratings of the lowest and highest rated groups.  Findings from 
the present study therefore appear to support the literature to some extent regarding the 
relationship between conscientiousness and academic success, as the C factor has been found to 
yield the most consistent relationship to academic performance, with numerous studies revealing 
positive relations between the factor and a variety of academic performance indicators (Blickle, 
1996; Busato et al., 2000; O’Connor & Paunonen, in press).  The C factor has been positively 
associated with GPA (Bauer & Liang, 2003; Chamorro-Premuzic & Furnham, 2003a; Conrad, 
2006), mid-term grades in introductory psychology (Busato et al., 2000), and thesis research 
grades (Chamorrow-Premuzic & Furnham, 2003b).   
Empirical evidence for the relationship between academic success and personality is more 
mixed for the factors E and N.  According to O’Connor and Paunonen (in press), N is largely 
unassociated with academic performance in the empirical literature, a finding of the present study 
as well.  Although the present study found no relationship between E and the academic 
performance of the applicants which corresponds with research by Farsides and Woodfield 
(2003), several studies have revealed negative associations between the E factor and academic 
performance (Bauer & Liang, 2003; Busato, et al., 2000), while others have found positive 
associations, although only on some criterion variables (Rothstein et al., 1994).       
Another approach to the study of academic performance and personality involves analysis at 
the facet scale level.  Facet level traits have been found to be stronger predictors of academic 
performance than the five broad domain traits (O’Connor & Paunonen, in press).  Therefore, 
differences in personality between applicants with different academic ratings were further 
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explored at the facet level though the use of ANOVA.  ANOVAs revealed significant differences 
(p < 0.05, see Table 18 in Appendix C for detailed results) on the O, A, and C domains, with the 
majority of differences falling within the C domain.  Significant differences were found on seven 
facet scales, namely, Feelings, Trust, Modesty, Dutifulness, Achievement-Striving, Self-Discipline, 
and Deliberation.  Post hoc Sheffé tests were conducted to determine where the differences lay, 
the results of which are presented in Table 30. 
 
Table 30 
Post Hoc Scheffé Tests to Determine Differences across Academic Rating on the Facet Scales 
 Academic Rating 70%-74% 60%-69% 
 
Feelings 
75+% 0.061  0.000* 
70%-74%  0.077 
 
Trust 
75+% 0.007*  0.004* 
70%-74%  0.626 
 
Modesty 
75+% 0.109 0.062 
70%-74%   0.738 
 
Dutifulness 
75+% 0.093 0.077 
70%-74%   0.819 
 
Achievement-Striving 
75+%  0.008* 0.321 
70%-74%   0.741 
 
Self-Discipline 
75+%  0.048* 0.274 
70%-74%   0.979 
 
Deliberation 
75+%  0.960   0.029* 
70%-74%   0.063 
 Note: * indicates significance where p < 0.05 
 
Within O, the Feelings facet scale showed a significant difference between the highest and 
lowest academic ratings.  Therefore, for this facet scale, applicants scoring 75+% (M = 59.76) 
fell within the High category, while applicants scoring 60%-69% (M = 53.53) fell within the 
Average category.  The strongest academic performers in this sample were therefore more open 
to feelings and emotions and the evaluation thereof, than the poorest performing applicants.  
Literature reports very little regarding the relationship between academic performance and the 
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facets of O.  Relations between academic performance and the Ideas (Dollinger & Orf, 1991; 
Chamorro-Premuzic & Furnham, 2003a), Fantasy (De Fruyt & Mervielde, 1996), and Aesthetics 
(Dollinger & Orf, 1991) facet scales have exhibited somewhat mixed results.  In psychology it 
could be assumed that awareness of and openness to feelings is an important trait to facilitate 
insight into and understanding of some of the content and assessments within the psychology 
courses.  This may provide a possible reason for its apparent relationship in this sample to 
academic performance.       
On the A domain, both Trust and Modesty were found to differ significantly.  However, post 
hoc analysis was unable to definitively determine where the differences lay for the Modesty facet 
scale.  On the other hand, on the Trust facet scale, the highest academic rating differed 
significantly from both the mid and lowest academic ratings.  Applicants with the academic 
rating 75+% (M = 56.09) fell into the High category for the Trust facet scale and were therefore 
significantly less cynical and sceptical of others’ honesty and intentions than applicants with 
academic ratings of 70%-74% (M = 52.02) and 60%-69% (M = 50.28), who all fell into the 
Average category.  These results are in contrast to research by O’Connor and Paunonen (in press), 
who, after reviewing the literature, were unable to uncover any reports of significant relations 
between the NEO PI-R facets of A and academic performance.  
Four of the six facet scales within C revealed significant differences between applicants with 
different academic ratings, suggesting that of the five domains, C may have the strongest 
relationship with academic performance.  Although the ANOVA revealed significant differences 
for Dutifulness, post hoc analysis was unable to determine where these differences lay.  However, 
for both Achievement-Striving and Self-Discipline, differences lay between the two groups with 
academic ratings of 75+% and 70%-74%.  The 75+% group was significantly more achievement 
orientated and self-disciplined, with higher mean T-scores on Achievement-Striving (M = 61.28) 
and Self-Discipline (M = 58.07) than the 70%-74% (M = 57.40 and M = 55.09, respectively) 
group.  Finally, post hoc analysis revealed a significant difference between the highest and lowest 
academic ratings on the Deliberation facet scale, with the latter presenting higher mean T-scores 
on Deliberation.  While both groups fell into the High category, these results suggest that 
applicants with academic ratings of 60%-69% tended to think more carefully before acting and be 
more cautious in making decisions (M = 62.08) than those with academic ratings of 75+%        
(M = 57.01).   
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The results for the C domain were in accordance with the literature which also reports 
relations between academic performance and Dutifulness, Achievement-Striving, and Self-
Discipline, with the latter two showing the strongest and most consistent correlations (Chamorro-
Premuzic & Furnham, 2003a; De Fruyt & Mervielde, 1996; Gray & Watson, 2002).  Although 
associations have been found between all six facet scales of the C domain, the remaining facets 
appear to play a smaller role in the prediction of academic performance (O’Connor & Paunonen, 
in press).    
   
The relationship between personality and programme preference. 
Career theory suggests that personality characteristics influence the career field chosen, 
including particular streams within a career field (Nel, 1999).  It was therefore decided to explore 
whether or not personality was related to the stream of psychology applicants preferred, or chose 
to apply for.  Table 31 presents the mean T-scores obtained by applicants with a preference for 
the Clinical and Counselling programmes, and for those with no preference.        
 
Table 31 
NEO PI-R Domain Scale Scores According to Psychology Programme Preference (N = 247) 
 Clinical (n=118) Counselling (n=64) No Preference (n=65) 
 M SD M SD M SD 
Neuroticism 42.22 (L) 8.68 42.23 (L) 9.37 44.43 (L) 9.50 
Extraversion 59.35 (H) 8.64 58.86 (H) 8.09 58.85 (H) 8.08 
Openness 62.41 (H) 8.54 59.30 (H) 8.61  63.22 (H) 8.63 
Agreeableness 55.11 (A) 10.69 57.84 (H) 11.03  54.77 (A) 9.33 
Conscientiousness 59.31 (H) 8.42 58.30 (H) 10.12  56.88 (H) 8.47 
Note: VH = Very High (T ≥ 65); H = High (56 ≤ Τ < 65); A = Average (45 ≤ Τ < 56); L = Low (35 ≤ Τ <45);  
VL = Very Low (T <35)  
 
Table 31 presents the mean T-scores obtained for each of the groups.  All three groups of 
students fell into the Low category for N, although the group with no preference had a slightly 
higher mean T-score than the other two groups which fell on the borderline between the Low and 
Average categories.  All three groups fell into the High category for E, O, and C, although the 
mean T-scores were somewhat variable.  Differences were noted on A, with the Clinical 
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Preference and No Preference groups falling into the Average category and the Counselling 
group falling into the High category.  Differences between the mean T-scores were checked for 
significance through the use of ANOVA, which revealed a significant difference (p < 0.05, see 
Table 19 in Appendix C for detailed results) on only one domain, O.  A post hoc Scheffé test was 
conducted to determine where the difference lay, the results of which follow in the Table 32. 
    
Table 32 
Post Hoc Scheffé Tests to Determine Differences across Programme Preference on the Openness 
to Experience Domain 
  Counselling No Preference 
Openness Clinical  0.068  0.830 
Counselling   0.036* 
 Note: * indicates significance where p < 0.05 
 
According to Table 32, a significant difference on O lay between applicants choosing 
Counselling Psychology as their first choice and those who had no clear preference, with the 
former group presenting with the lowest mean T-score (M = 59.30) and the latter group, the 
highest (M = 63.22).  Those applicants with no clear preference were therefore the most curious 
and open to new experiences, followed by Clinical Psychology applicants (M = 62.41), and then 
applicants preferring Counselling Psychology. Therefore, in general, personality, at least at a 
global trait level, was not related to the programme preference of applicants in this sample.   
The relationship between programme preference and personality was further explored at a 
facet level, revealing significant differences (p < 0.05, see Table 20 in Appendix C for detailed 
results) on four facet scales, namely, Aesthetics, Ideas, Achievement-Striving, and Self-Discipline.  
Post hoc Sheffé tests were conducted to determine where the differences lay, the results of which 
are reported in Table 33.   
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Table 33 
Post Hoc Scheffé Tests to Determine Differences across Psychology Programme Preference on 
the Facet Scales 
 Programme Preference Counselling 
Preference 
No 
Preference 
 
Aesthetics 
Clinical Preference 0.033* 0.804 
Counselling Preference   0.016* 
 
Ideas 
Clinical Preference 0.000* 0.747 
Counselling Preference   0.006* 
 
Achievement-Striving 
Clinical Preference 0.040* 0.933 
Counselling Preference   0.160 
 
Self-Discipline 
Clinical Preference 0.642   0.023* 
Counselling Preference   0.281 
 Note: * indicates significance where p < 0.05 
 
Within the O domain, applicants with a preference for Counselling Psychology differed 
significantly from both Clinical Psychology applicants and those with no clear preference on the 
Aesthetics and Ideas facet scales.  In terms of Aesthetics, the Counselling Psychology applicants 
presented with significantly lower mean T-scores (M = 55.19) than the other two groups of 
applicants (Clinical Psychology: M = 59.16 and No Clear Preference: M = 60.15), and fell into 
the high Average category while the other two groups fell into the High category.  Therefore, 
Counselling Psychology applicants were less interested in and sensitive to art and beauty 
compared to the other applicants.  A similar pattern emerged on the Ideas facet scale where again 
applicants with a preference for Counselling Psychology had significantly lower mean T-scores 
(M = 57.42) than both Clinical Psychology (M = 62.79) applicants and those with no clear 
preference (M = 61.86).  However, despite this difference, all three groups of applicants fell into 
the High category.  Therefore, Counselling Psychology applicants appeared to be slightly less 
intellectually curious, and slightly more practically orientated than the other applicants.       
On the C domain, although still falling into the High category, the Counselling Psychology 
applicants had the lowest mean T-scores (M = 57.03) on the Achievement-Striving facet scale 
compared to the Clinical Psychology applicants (M = 60.54) and those with no preference (M = 
60.03).  Although all three groups appeared to be driven to succeed, that drive was lowest for the 
Counselling Psychology applicants.  In terms of Self-Discipline, Clinical Psychology and 
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Counselling Psychology applicants with similar mean T-scores (M = 57.92 and M = 56.67 
respectively) for the trait, were more self-disciplined than those with no preference, who had the 
lowest mean T-score (M = 54.26).  The applicants with a preference for the Clinical and 
Counselling Psychology programmes fell into the High category, while the applicants with no 
preference fell into the Average category on Self-Discipline.   
Therefore, although some significant differences were noted across the domains and facet 
scales of the three groups of applicants, these were at best, small.  No real patterns emerged that 
could be considered to be helpful in the streaming and selection process of the applicants.   
 
Relationship between personality and outcome of the application. 
In an effort to determine how personality characteristics might distinguish between applicants 
considered to be best suited for selection and those not the relationship between personality and 
the outcome of the application was explored.  The results are presented in Table 34. 
 
Table 34 
NEO PI-R Domain Scale Scores According to Outcome of the Application (N = 247) 
 Selected (n=110) Not Selected (n=137) 
 M SD M SD 
Neuroticism 40.69  (L) 8.01 44.50  (L) 9.58 
Extraversion 60.45  (H) 8.40 58.00  (H) 8.13 
Openness 62.65  (H) 8.81 61.14  (H) 8.56 
Agreeableness 56.50  (H) 10.79 55.11  (A) 10.21 
Conscientiousness 59.52  (H) 8.58 57.51  (H) 9.12 
 Note: VH = Very High (T ≥ 65); H = High (56 ≤ Τ <65); A = Average (45 ≤ Τ < 56); L = Low (35 ≤ Τ <45);  
VL = Very Low (T <35)  
 
Both groups of applicants scored similarly on the O and A domains, with a small difference 
noted on the E and C domains and a slightly larger difference being noted on the N domain.  A   
t-test was utilized to test the noted differences for significance.   
The results of the t-test revealed significant differences (p < 0.01, see Table 11 for detailed 
results) between the mean T-scores of students selected and not selected, on the N and E domain 
scales.  Selected students appeared to have significantly (p < 0.01) lower levels of N (M = 40.69) 
than students not selected (M = 44.50), despite both groups falling into the Low category for N.  
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On the E domain, selected students had significantly (p < 0.05) higher mean T-scores (M = 60.45) 
than students not selected (M = 58.00).  Therefore, selected students could be described as more 
emotionally stable and sociable than students not selected.  Differences between the two groups 
were further explored at the facet scale level, with t-tests being utilized again.   
T-tests conducted on the facet scales revealed significant differences (p < 0.05, see Table 12 
in Appendix C for detailed results) on 12 facet scales, namely, Angry Hostility, Depression, Self-
Consciousness, Vulnerability, Warmth, Assertiveness, Excitement-Seeking, Feelings, Actions, 
Values, Trust, and Competence.   
On the N domain, selected students displayed significantly lower scores across all four 
significantly different facet scales compared to those students not selected.  Therefore, although 
students not selected experienced a lower degree of neuroticism than the average person, they 
were more likely than their selected counterparts to experience feelings of angry hostility, 
depression, and self-consciousness when they experienced negative affect.  However, the low 
Vulnerability score suggests that this group was able to deal appropriately with these negative 
feelings.  
On the E domain, selected students displayed significantly higher scores on the facet scales 
Warmth, Assertiveness and Excitement-Seeking than those students not selected.  Therefore, the 
selected students could be characterized by higher levels of friendliness, genuineness, and ability 
to form close attachments, as well as higher levels of confidence, dominance, and decisiveness in 
a group context compared to the students not selected.   
With significantly higher scores on the Feelings, Actions, and Values scales, selected students 
were identified as assigning greater value to inner feelings as an important aspect of life, and as 
being more flexible in their ideas, behaviours and values, and willing to try new things compared 
to those students not selected.         
In terms of the facet scale, Trust, selected students had significantly higher mean T-scores  
(M = 55.21) than their not selected counterparts (M = 52.60), with the former group falling on the 
borderline between the Average and High categories and the latter group falling into the Average 
category.  Therefore, selected students were more likely to view others in a positive light, 
compared to those students not selected, who reserved more caution in the evaluation of others. 
Finally, on the Competence facet scale on the C domain, selected students were significantly 
more confident in their abilities and were more likely to view themselves as capable, sensible, 
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prudent, and effective than students not selected, as the former group scored significantly higher 
(M = 59.05) than the latter group (M = 55.65).   
Due to the apparent relationship between personality and the outcome of the application, 
discriminant analysis was performed in an attempt to derive classification functions to classify 
short-listed applicants into those who were elected and those not selected.  If accurate 
classifications could be made, then the scores of the NEO PI-R might provide a screening 
mechanism for selectors to employ in future selection procedures.   
Discriminant analysis was performed using all five of the NEO PI-R domain scales, as well as 
the education-related variables.  It should be noted that of the 10 variables used, only two 
variables contributed significantly (p < 0.05) to the discriminatory power of the model. The two 
variables included the academic rating score and the N domain of the NEO PI-R.  There was a 
natural correlation between the academic rating score and selection as this variable was 
considered to be one of the most important factors in the selection of applicants.  It was therefore 
not surprising that it featured strongly in the discriminant analysis.  However, of the two 
significant variables, the N domain score contributed to a greater extent than the academic rating 
score, which was surprising in light of the fact that the academic rating was considered by the 
Department of Psychology to carry the greatest weighting.  (Readers can refer to Table 25 in 
Appendix C for a more detailed description of the functioning of each of the variables within the 
model.)  Table 35 provides summary of the coefficients for linear discriminant functions. 
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Table 35 
Coefficients for Linear Discriminant Functions for Outcome of Application 
Reference Variables Variable Selected Not Selected 
Honours Degree BPsych Degree -3.777 -3.015 
Other Degree  2.262 2.504 
Straight from Degree 1+ Years since Last 
Study 
1.087 0.732 
Academic Rating = 3 Academic Rating = 2 8.745 9.634 
Academic Rating = 1 7.871 7.990 
 N T-score 1.250 1.298 
E T-score 0.834 0.809 
O T-score 0.666 0.656 
A T-score 0.401 0.415 
C T-score 0.830 0.819 
Constant -110.540 -110.611 
 
Further analyses revealed interesting observations regarding the accuracy of the 
classifications.  Table 36 presents a matrix that indicates the accuracy with which the 
classification functions classified selected and not selected applicants.  
    
Table 36 
Classification Matrix 
 Percentage Correctly 
Predicted 
Selected Not 
Selected 
Actual Size 
Selected 49.09 54 56 110 
Not Selected 75.74 33 103 136 
Total 63.82 87 159 246 
 
On average, the classification functions were able to correctly classify 63.82% of the 
applicants.  Therefore, using the NEO PI-R and education-related variables, classification 
functions were derived to accurately classify the outcome of the application 63.82% of the time.  
The discriminant functions were only able to correctly classify 49.09% of the selected applicants, 
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thus indicating that other factors, besides the variables included in the classification functions, 
were also taken into account during the selection process.  These factors were discussed in detail 
in Chapter Three. However, of particular interest, was the level of accuracy obtained in the 
classification of applicants not selected, which stood at 75.74%.  This suggests that the 
classification functions for the Selected and Not Selected variables may provide a “coarse” 
screening mechanism early on in the screening and selection process.  Selection panels may find 
this a useful tool, at least in screening out the potentially unsuccessful applicants.  The N score on 
the NEO PI-R would play an important role in the screening out process.      
 
Results for Aim 3 
As discussed in Chapter Three, personality assessment should be able to add to the selection 
process, enabling selectors to further distinguish individuals within a group of already strong 
applicants.  For this reason, cluster analysis was applied in an effort to reveal possibly 
distinguished groupings within the whole sample exhibiting different personality profiles.  The 
third aim of the study therefore attempted to establish whether personality clusters (typologies) 
could be identified and described according to the five global domains of the NEO PI-R.  In order 
to achieve this aim, K-means cluster analysis was employed.   
 
K-means Cluster Analysis 
The goal of the K-means clustering procedure is to classify objects into a user-specified 
number of clusters so that the means across clusters for all variables differ from each other as 
much as possible (Statsoft, 2007).  Although analyses produced results for two, three, and four 
cluster solutions based on the NEO PI-R data, further analyses were only conducted on one of 
these cluster solutions derived.  A brief description of the remaining two cluster solutions derived 
as well as an explanation for their exclusion from this study can be found in Appendix D.  As was 
explained in the Data Analysis section of Chapter Four, cluster analysis involved two phases, 
namely, the identification of the clusters and later the verification thereof. 
 
Phase one: Identification of clusters. 
For the purposes of this study, a three cluster solution was decided upon as being the most 
appropriate.  Table 37 provides information on the size of the three derived clusters.     
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Table 37 
Number and Percentage per Cluster Group 
Cluster n Percent 
1 116 47.0 
2 51 20.6 
3 80 32.4 
TOTAL 247 100.00 
 
As can be seen from Table 37, three distinct personality-related cluster groups were derived 
as the most appropriate number to use for this study.  Although the largest cluster, Cluster 1, has 
more than double the number of participants than Cluster 2, there are a sufficient number of 
participants within each cluster.      
Descriptive statistics were used in an effort to further describe each of the clusters derived 
according to the global domain scales of the NEO PI-R.  Table 38 provides a description of the 
means for each of the domain scales of the NEO PI-R within each personality cluster group.  The 
total sample means are included for comparative purposes.     
 
Table 38 
Cluster Means Report: Domain Scales 
 Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Total Sample 
 M M M M 
Neuroticism 41.01 34.80 50.51 42.81 
Extraversion 59.01 64.80 55.56 59.09 
Openness 61.72 67.14 58.55 61.81 
Agreeableness 55.84 69.10 47.09 55.73 
Conscientiousness 59.69 66.47 51.40 58.40 
 
Table 38 highlights in bold style, underlined font and bold style, italicized font the lowest and 
highest scale means respectively, for each cluster.   
Cluster 1: This cluster has its lowest cluster mean T-score on the N scale and its highest on 
the O scale.  Mean T-scores across all scales were very comparable to the mean T-scores derived 
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for the total sample.  This cluster could be described as having Low N, Average A, and High E, O, 
and C.   
Cluster 2: This cluster had its lowest cluster mean T-score on the N scale and its highest on 
the A scale.  The mean scores across all scales except the N scale were somewhat higher in 
Cluster 2 than those derived for the total sample.   This cluster could be described as having Very 
Low N, High E, and Very High O, A and C.  Cluster 2 was distinguished from the other clusters 
in that it had the lowest cluster mean T-score on the N scale among all the clusters, and was 
notably different to Cluster 3, which had the highest mean T-score on the N scale.  Cluster 2 was 
also distinguished from the other clusters on the A scale, where its mean T-score was far greater 
than the other cluster means.     
Cluster 3: Cluster 3 differed from Clusters 1 and 2 with its lowest cluster mean T-score on 
the A scale, rather than on N, as in the other two clusters. Cluster 3 had its highest mean T-score 
on the O domain.  The mean T-scores across all scales were somewhat lower than the mean T-
scores obtained for the total sample, except for the N scale, where it was higher. Cluster 3 could 
be described as having High O and Average N, E, A, and C.  It was distinguishable from the other 
clusters on the N scale, where its mean T-score was far greater than the other clusters as well as 
the total sample. 
The second phase of the cluster analysis aimed at providing some internal validation for the 
clusters identified above, thus providing further support for the three cluster solution.     
 
Phase two: Internal validation of clusters. 
To further verify the existence of the three clusters and to determine whether significant 
differences between them with regard to the five domain scales could be confirmed, a One-Way 
Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was performed, the results of which are presented 
in Table 39.   
 
Table 39 
Results of MANOVA for the Five Domains for Personality Cluster Group Differences 
Test Value F-Ratio Error p-value 
Wilks Lambda 0.187 63.00 480 0.00 
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 The results indicated a p-value < 0.01, which implies that there were highly significant 
differences among the three clusters. This result provided supporting evidence that at least three 
significantly different clusters existed.  ANOVAs were performed to determine where the 
differences lay. 
The ANOVAs revealed highly significant (p < 0.01 for all domain scales) statistical 
differences between the three clusters for all five of the domain scales of the NEO PI-R (see 
Table 21 in Appendix C for detailed results).  These results led to further post hoc analyses being 
conducted to establish which clusters differed significantly from each other based on the mean T-
scores across each of the five domain scales (see Table 22 in Appendix C for detailed results). 
According to the post hoc analyses, on the N domain, all three clusters differed significantly 
from each other.  Each of the three clusters fell into different categories, with Cluster 1 falling 
into the Low category, Cluster 2 falling into the Very Low category, and Cluster 3 falling into 
the Average category.  
Again, on the E domain, all three clusters differed significantly from each other.  Cluster 3 
differed from Clusters 1 and 2, falling into the Average category.  Although both Clusters 1 and 
2 fell into the High category, the 5.8 points separating them were statistically significant.    
The O domain also produced three significantly different clusters.  Cluster 2 differed from the 
other two clusters, falling into the Very High category.  There was a 3.17 point difference 
between Clusters 1 and 3 which was significant, despite both clusters falling into the High 
category. 
On the A domain, all three clusters also differed significantly from each other.  On this 
domain, Cluster 2 differed from Clusters 1 and 3, falling into the Very High category, while the 
latter two fell into the Average category.  Despite both clusters falling into the same category, the 
difference of 8.76 points between Clusters 1 and 3 was found to be statistically significant.   
Finally, the C domain produced similar results to the previous four domains, also exhibiting 
significant differences among the three clusters as all three clusters fell into different categories.  
Cluster 1 fell into the High category, Cluster 2 fell into the Very High category, and Cluster 3 
fell into the Average category.         
Table 40 provides a description of each of the three personality clusters according to the 
domain categories.   
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Table 40 
A Description of Personality Subgroups According to Domain Categories 
 Neuroticism Extraversion Openness Agreeableness Conscientiousness 
Cluster 1 Low High High Average High 
Cluster 2 Very Low High Very High Very High Very High 
Cluster 3 Average Average High Average Average 
 
Cluster 1 was distinguished by its generally high scores across the majority of domains.  With 
high scores on E, O, and C, this cluster was classified as the Extraverted, Open, Conscientious 
personality subgroup. 
Cluster 2 appeared to be a cluster of extreme scores, with very low scores on N and very high 
scores on O, A, and C.  The highest score was on the A domain.  This cluster was classified as the 
Emotionally Stable, Very High Scoring personality subgroup.   
Finally, Cluster 3 appeared to be a cluster of averages with average scores for N, E, A, and C, 
and only one high score on O.  This subgroup was classified as the Open, Average Scoring 
personality subgroup.      
In an effort to further distinguish the three clusters further, the facet scales were also analyzed.  
The mean T-scores for the facet scales across all three clusters are presented in Table 41. 
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Table 41 
Cluster Means Report: Facet Scales 
 Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Total Sample 
Anxiety 44.78 (L) 41.23 (L) 51.60 (A) 46.26 (A) 
Angry Hostility 43.68 (L) 37.71 (L) 51.16 (A) 44.87 (L) 
Depression 43.57 (L) 39.90 (L) 50.96 (A) 45.21 (A) 
Self-Consciousness 43.80 (L) 40.57 (L) 49.96 (A) 45.13 (A) 
Impulsiveness 43.22 (L) 38.86 (L) 50.24 (A) 44.47 (L) 
Vulnerability 40.36 (L) 34.80 (L) 47.35 (A) 41.48 (L) 
 Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Total Sample 
Warmth 58.62(H) 65.08 (VH) 52.85 (A) 58.09 (H) 
Gregariousness 55.97 (A) 59.76 (H) 56.34 (H) 56.87 (H) 
Assertiveness 58.24 (H) 60.12 (H) 54.25 (A) 57.34 (H) 
Activity 52.03 (A) 56.82 (H) 49.43 (A) 52.17 (A) 
Excitement-Seeking 54.91 (A) 55.35 (A) 52.59 (A) 54.25 (A) 
Positive Emotions 57.43 (H) 63.53 (H) 54.80 (A) 57.84 (H) 
 Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Total Sample 
Fantasy 56.43 (H) 59.04 (H) 56.61 (H) 57.03 (H) 
Aesthetics 59.58 (H) 59.86 (H) 55.74 (A) 58.39 (H) 
Feelings 56.84 (H) 62.90 (H) 56.08 (H) 57.84 (H) 
Actions 55.63 (A) 59.90 (H) 51.43 (A) 55.15 (A) 
Ideas 61.66 (H) 65.24 (VH) 57.83 (H) 61.15 (H) 
Values 56.32 (H) 60.98 (H) 55.03 (A) 56.86 (H) 
 Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Total Sample 
Trust 53.35 (A) 62.71 (H) 48.66 (A) 53.76 (A) 
Straightforwardness 52.92 (A) 59.92 (H) 46.39 (A) 52.25 (A) 
Altruism 57.70 (H) 67.20 (VH) 48.63 (A) 56.72 (H) 
Compliance 51.90 (A) 58.49 (H) 46.63 (A) 51.55 (A) 
Modesty 51.22 (A) 59.98 (H) 48.33 (A) 52.09 (A) 
Tender-Mindedness 57.73 (H) 67.33 (VH) 51.81 (A) 57.80 (H) 
 Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Total Sample 
Competence 57.86 (H) 64.26 (H) 51.63 (A) 57.16 (H) 
Order 51.82 (A) 54.80 (A) 47.24 (A) 50.95 (A) 
Dutifulness 55.80 (A) 62.43 (H) 48.54 (A) 54.82 (A) 
Achievement Striving 59.90 (H) 64.67 (H) 55.63 (A) 59.50 (H) 
Self-Discipline 57.72 (H) 63.29 (H) 50.81 (A) 56.64 (H) 
Deliberation 58.76 (H) 62.82 (H) 53.69 (A) 57.96 (H) 
Note: VH = Very High (T ≥ 65); H = High (56 ≤ Τ <65); A = Average (45 ≤ Τ < 56); L = Low (35 ≤ Τ <45);  
VL = Very Low (T <35)  
 
To determine whether significant differences among the clusters on the fact scales could be 
confirmed, a series of ANOVAs were performed, which revealed significant differences (p < 0.01) 
on all six facet scales for the N, A, and C domains.  On the E domain, significant differences      
(p < 0.01) were confirmed for all facet scales except Gregariousness and Excitement-Seeking, 
while significant differences (p < 0.05) were confirmed for all facet scales, except Fantasy, on 
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the O domain.  Post hoc analyses, using Scheffé tests, were performed to establish which clusters 
differed significantly from each other based on the mean T-scores of the facet scales.  
The Scheffé tests revealed that on the N domain, all three cluster groups differed significantly 
from each other on all facet scales, except Self-Consciousness.  On this latter scale, Cluster 3 
differed significantly from both Clusters 1 and 2, but the latter two cluster groups did not differ 
significantly from each other.  On all six facet scales, Cluster 2 had the lowest mean T-scores, 
while Cluster 3 had the highest.   
On the E domain, only Warmth showed significant differences between all three clusters, 
with Cluster 2 exhibiting the highest mean T-score and Cluster 3 exhibiting the lowest.  Cluster 3 
differed significantly from both Clusters 1 and 2 on the Assertiveness scale, scoring significantly 
lower than the other two clusters.  No difference was found between Clusters 1 and 2 on this 
scale.  Finally, Custer 2 differed significantly from both Clusters 1 and 3 on two scales, Activity 
and Positive Emotions.  In both cases, Cluster 2 scored significantly higher than the other two 
cluster groups, while no difference was found between Clusters 1 and 3 on either of the scales.   
According to the Scheffé tests, all three clusters differed significantly on the Ideas scale of 
the O domain where Cluster 2 obtained the highest mean T-score and Cluster 3, the lowest.  On 
the Aesthetics scale, only Clusters 1 and 3 differed significantly, with the latter scale scoring 
significantly lower.  On the Feelings and Values facet scales, Cluster 2 differed significantly 
from Clusters 1 and 3, with Cluster 2 scoring higher on these scales than Clusters 1 and 3. 
Finally, for the Actions facet scale, Cluster 3 differed from both Clusters 1 and 2, with the former 
cluster scoring significantly lower on this facet scale than the latter two cluster groups. 
On the A domain, all three clusters differed significantly from each other on all facet scales.  
On all six facet scales, Cluster 2 had the highest mean T-scores, while Cluster 3 had the lowest.  
The Scheffé tests revealed that all three cluster groups differed significantly from each other 
on all the facet scales of the C domain, except the facet scale Order.  For this latter scale, Cluster 
3 differed from both Clusters 1 and 2, with the former cluster scoring significantly lower than the 
latter two clusters.     
In summary, the results presented in this sub-section indicate significant differences between 
the mean T-scores of all three clusters on all five domains and the majority of the 30 facet scales.  
It was therefore confirmed that three significantly different clusters, representing different 
personality subgroups, existed within this sample.  The domain scales and facet scales can be 
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reflected graphically to provide a personality profile for each of the cluster groups.  In the 
following sub-section, personality profiles are presented and discussed based on the domain and 
facet scales. 
 
NEO PI-R Personality Profiles per Cluster 
In this sub-section personality profiles are presented for each of the cluster groups and are 
discussed in detail according to their distinguishing features.  The sub-section is concluded with a 
comparison of the three cluster profiles and the implications for the selection of master’s 
psychology students.   
 
Cluster 1: Extraverted, Open, Conscientious personality subgroup. 
Cluster 1 comprised the largest cluster of the three clusters identified.  Figure 3 presents the 
NEO PI-R profile for Cluster 1.   
 
Figure 3:  NEO PI-R Profile for Cluster 1: Extraverted, Open, Conscientious Personality Subgroup 
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Note: Very High (T ≥65); High (56 ≤ Τ < 65); Average (45 ≤ Τ < 56); Low (35 ≤ Τ <45); Very Low (Τ < 35) 
 
KEY 
N 
Neuroticism 
E  
Extraversion 
O  
Openness to Experience 
A  
Agreeableness 
C 
Conscientiousness 
N1 – Anxiety 
N2 – Angry Hostility 
N3 – Depression  
N4 – Self-  
        Consciousness 
N5 – Impulsiveness  
N6 – Vulnerability  
E1 – Warmth 
E2 – Gregariousness 
E3 – Assertiveness  
E4 – Activity 
 
E5 – Excitement-Seeking 
E6 – Positive Emotions 
O1 – Fantasy 
O2 – Aesthetics 
O3 – Feelings 
O4 – Actions 
 
O5 – Ideas 
O6 – Values  
A1 – Trust 
A2 – Straightforwardness  
A3 – Altruism  
A4 – Compliance  
 
A5 – Modesty  
A6 – Tender-Mindedness 
C1 – Competence  
C2 – Order  
C3 – Dutifulness  
C4 – Achievement-  
         Striving 
C5 – Self-Discipline 
C6 – Deliberation  
 155
The N score for Cluster 1 suggested this cluster to be a relatively well adjusted group of 
applicants emotionally. They were likely to experience lower levels of psychological distress than 
the average person, rarely experiencing depressive affect, or shame, discomfort or embarrassment 
around others.  Participants in this group were not prone to fear, worry, tension or nervousness, 
although the Anxiety scale was tending towards the Average category, suggesting that they may 
experience some nervousness or worry from time to time.  However, a low score on Vulnerability 
suggested a good ability to deal with these feelings.  Generally, these individuals would be slow 
to express anger, have a good tolerance for frustration and view themselves as capable of 
handling stressful or difficult situations.  The combination of scores on the facet scales for the N 
domain, suggested that this group of applicants was likely to be fairly self-assured and exhibit 
higher levels of self-esteem than the average individual.   
A high E score meant that this group of applicants could be described as “people persons.”  
Some have suggested that E can be divided into two aspects, namely, the sociability or 
affiliativeness aspect, and the ambition or potency aspect (Hogan, 1986; Hough, 1997).  The 
former is characterized by friendliness, gregariousness, and cheerfulness, while the latter is 
characterized by assertiveness, activity level, and excitement-seeking.  High scores on Warmth, 
Gregariousness, and Positive Emotions suggested that Cluster 1 tended more towards the 
sociability aspect of the E domain.  Cluster 1 scored the lowest on the Activity facet scale, the 
only facet scale on the E domain which fell into the Average category.  This suggested an even-
paced personal tempo. Thus, Cluster 1 struck a balance between being energetic, fast-paced, and 
vigorous, and unhurried, slow, and deliberate (Piedmont, 1998).         
Of the five domain scales, Cluster 1 scored the highest on the O domain.  Applicants in this 
cluster could be described as being open-minded, curious, creative, knowledgeable, analytic, and 
able to communicate effectively (Johnson, n.d.; Piedmont, 1998).  In general, this cluster was 
characterized by a vivid imagination which enriches life, a deep appreciation for art and beauty, 
an awareness of and value for inner feelings, and a willingness to consider or explore new 
activities, ideas and values (Costa & McCrae, 1992a).  It is interesting to note that Cluster 1 
scored highest on the Ideas and Aesthetics facet scales.  A combination of high scores on Fantasy, 
Aesthetics and Ideas, reflects a good imagination, an appreciation for creativity and an interest in 
intellectual pursuits, theoretical arguments and discussions, all of which would be seen to 
compliment the academic and counselling abilities of these students.   
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A high score on Feelings indicated that applicants in Cluster 1 had good access to and 
awareness of their inner feelings.  This cluster fell on the borderline between the Average and 
High categories for the Actions facet scale, indicating that although they may be willing to try 
new activities, they also liked some degree of structure, familiarity, and routine in their lives.  
The high Values score indicated that this cluster was willing to re-examine social, political, and 
religious values, and could be described as being broad-minded, non-conforming and tolerant of 
other’s values.             
The A domain provides an indication of the attitudes that individuals hold towards other 
people (Piedmont, 1998).  Cluster 1 scored on the borderline between the Average and High 
categories, indicating a slightly higher level of agreeableness than the average individual. 
Therefore, this group of individuals could be described as generally pro-person, considerate, co-
operative, and tending towards social harmony.  However, two facet scales within this domain, 
namely Altruism and Tender-Mindedness, were notably higher than the remaining facet scales, 
both falling into the High category.  Therefore, Cluster 1 applicants showed an active concern for 
others’ welfare, and were considered to be generous, considerate, warm, kind, soft-hearted and 
willing to help those in need (Piedmont, 1998).  This group of applicants would find helping 
other people genuinely rewarding.  Complimenting this scale was a high score on Tender-
Mindedness which indicated that Cluster 1 applicants had a high level of compassion and 
empathy for others.   
The remaining four facet scales in the A domain all fell into the high Average category.  
Therefore, in terms of the Trust facet scale, this group of applicants generally viewed others as 
honest, fair and good-intentioned, although they understood that not all people represent 
themselves truthfully, and therefore reserved some caution in their evaluation of others.  An 
Average score on the Straightforwardness scale indicated that although applicants in this cluster 
tended towards being frank, direct and sincere, they could at times be more guarded in the 
expression of their thoughts or feelings.  A high level of Assertiveness, suggested that these 
individuals would have no problem in expressing their thoughts or feelings directly, when 
deemed necessary.  With an Average score on Compliance applicants in this cluster neither liked, 
nor disliked interpersonal conflict.  While in some situations they may co-operate or defer to 
others, their high Assertiveness score suggested that they could hold their own ground on issues 
that were of importance to them.  High Tender-Mindedness and lower Angry Hostility scores 
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suggested that these individuals would be likely to consider others’ feelings during conflict and 
would be reluctant to express anger.   
Cluster 1 scored their second highest score on the C domain, which fell into the High 
category.  In general, Cluster 1 could be described as being organized, persistent, and motivated 
in their goal-directed behaviour, and able to consider future consequences before acting on 
impulse (Piedmont, 1998).  This cluster scored highest on Achievement-Striving, and 
Deliberation, followed closely by Self-Discipline and Competence.  They scored lowest on Order 
and Dutifulness.   
High Achievement-Striving indicated a commitment in this cluster to work hard to achieve 
excellence and to reach their goals.  They were diligent, purposeful and goal-directed.  A high 
score on Deliberation indicated a high level of maturity whereby applicants were cautious, 
logical and able to think through all the possibilities before acting.  Applicants in Cluster 1 felt 
competent and confident in their ability to accomplish tasks and achieve their goals.  They felt in 
control and well prepared to deal with life.  A high level of Self-Discipline meant that Cluster 1 
applicants were able to persist at difficult or unpleasant tasks and motivate themselves to carry 
out tasks to completion, while high Dutifulness suggested that these applicants were reliable, and 
could be depended upon to adhere to their ethical principles and to fulfil their moral obligations.      
In general, individuals from Cluster 1 were well-balanced with a strong sense of well-being, 
resilience, and the ability to adapt.  They could be described as being sociable and warm, with a 
cheerful disposition, and an even-paced personal tempo.  They were generally open-minded, and 
in particular had an appreciation for art and beauty and a willingness to explore new and 
unconventional ideas.  Cluster 1 individuals were altruistic in nature with a good measure of 
empathy for others.  Finally, applicants in Cluster 1 were likely to be mature, hardworking, 
organized, and persistent individuals who felt confident to deal with life.        
 
Cluster 2: Emotionally Stable, Very High Scoring personality subgroup. 
Cluster 2 comprised the smallest (n=51) of the three clusters identified.  Figure 4 presents the 
NEO PI-R profile for Cluster 2.   
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Figure 4: NEO PI-R Profile for Cluster 2: Emotionally Stable, Very High Scoring Personality Subgroup 
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Note: Very High (T ≥65); High (56 ≤ Τ < 65); Average (45 ≤ Τ < 56); Low (35 ≤ Τ <45); Very Low (Τ < 35) 
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The N score for Cluster 2 indicated that this was an emotionally stable and well adjusted 
group of applicants which was likely to experience significantly lower levels of psychological 
distress than the average person.  Individuals in Cluster 2 were not prone to negative affect and 
rarely experience feelings such as anxiety, apprehension, worry, irritation, sadness, depression, or 
self-consciousness.  A very low N score could indicate a repression of negative feelings.  This, 
however did not appear to be the case with Cluster 2, as a high score on the Feelings facet scale 
on the O domain suggested that this group of applicants was aware of and able to access their 
inner feelings.  This cluster was likely to display high levels of self-esteem and effective coping 
responses to stressful situations.      
In terms of the E domain, Cluster 2 could be described as being sociable, active, and person-
orientated.  Similar to Cluster1, Cluster 2 also exhibited a stronger sociability or affiliativeness 
orientation, although high scores on Assertiveness, Activity and a high Average score for 
Excitement-Seeking also suggested a good measure of the ambition or potency aspect of this 
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domain.  Applicants in this cluster therefore enjoyed the company of others, and in the presence 
of others, tended to enjoy taking on a leadership role or have others seek direction from them.   
On the E domain, this cluster scored highest on Warmth, followed by Positive Emotions and 
then Assertiveness.  Therefore, applicants in this cluster were very friendly, approachable and 
affectionate, finding it easy to form close attachments to others.  They also had a tendency to 
experience positive emotions such as joy, happiness, love, and excitement.  A high Assertiveness 
score indicated that these individuals liked to speak out, take charge of and direct the activities of 
others.  They could be perceived by others as dominant or even forceful. A high Activity score 
indicated an energetic, rapid, vigorous personal tempo, and a need to keep busy.  Their high score 
on Gregariousness suggested that they would seek out the company of others.  Finally, a high 
Average score on Excitement-Seeking suggested a need for stimulation.  Therefore, in terms of 
the E domain, Cluster 2 was characterized by a high sense of personal energy, exuberance for life, 
cheerfulness, positive outlook, and assertiveness.        
Cluster 2 scored in the Very High category for the O domain.  Applicants in this cluster were 
therefore described as being very open-minded, intellectually curious, creative, knowledgeable, 
analytic, and able to communicate effectively (Johnson, n.d.; Piedmont, 1998).  The two highest 
scores were obtained on the Ideas and Feelings facet scales, whereby the former indicated an 
active interest in intellectual pursuits as well as an open-mindedness and willingness to consider 
new or unconventional ideas. A high score on Feelings suggested an awareness and acceptance of 
inner feelings.  These applicants would value feelings as an important part of life and experience 
significantly deeper and more intense emotional states than the average person.  Similar to 
Cluster 1, Cluster 2 also enjoyed a vivid imagination, a deep appreciation for art and beauty, and 
an openness and willingness to re-examine values.  Finally, a high score on Actions indicated that 
these applicants preferred novelty and variety to familiarity and routine.  This group of applicants 
was therefore likely to be flexible and adaptable to change.               
Cluster 2 scored highest on the A domain, falling into the Very High category.  Therefore, 
Cluster 2 applicants could be described as being extremely co-operative, compassionate, 
considerate, forgiving and trusting. Similar to Cluster 1, two facet scales within this domain, 
namely Altruism and Tender-Mindedness, were notably higher than the remaining facet scales, 
both falling into the Very High category.  Therefore, the description of Cluster 2 applicants was 
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similar to Cluster 1 on these two scales, although these traits were exhibited to a greater degree 
and with more intensity in Cluster 2.     
The remaining four facet scales in the A domain all fell into the High category.  High scores 
on the Trust, Straightforwardness and Altruism facet scales suggested that this group of 
applicants would present themselves to others in a frank, sincere, and direct manner, and believe 
that others would do the same (Piedmont, 1998).  A high score on the Compliance facet scale 
suggested that Cluster 2 applicants did not like conflict and would prefer to avoid conflict or 
defer to others in such situations.  High Tender-Mindedness and low Angry Hostility scores 
suggested that these individuals might consider others’ feelings over their own during conflict 
and would be likely to repress angry feelings.  These types of individuals may be viewed as 
“meek and mild” (Piedmont, 1998).  However, the High Assertiveness score on the E domain 
suggested that they might stand their ground on matters of great value or importance to them.   
Cluster 2 scored in the Very High category for the C domain thus exhibiting a very high 
degree of organization, persistence, and motivation, and a very strong sense of personal 
competence (Piedmont, 1998).  This cluster scored highest on the Achievement-Striving and 
Competence facet scales, falling on the borderline between the High and Very High categories, 
and lowest on Order, falling on the borderline between the Average and High categories.     
A high score on Competence reflected a strong sense of capability and competence which 
would be likely to generalize to many contexts.  With a high Achievement-Striving score, these 
individuals would be likely to set high personal standards and strive to achieve these.   High Self-
Discipline ensured that this cluster of applicants was able to maintain their focus and resist 
distractions.  A high score on Dutifulness suggested that applicants in this cluster would take their 
ethical principles and moral obligations seriously, and could be depended upon to follow through 
on their commitments.  A high score on Deliberation indicated that these applicants would take 
some time to think through the possibilities and consequences thereof, before acting.   
Overall, applicants in Cluster 2 were emotionally well-adjusted, with an excellent ability to 
cope with stressful situations. They could be described as highly energetic and exuberant 
individuals with a strong need to keep busy and to be stimulated.  Individuals in this cluster were 
very people-orientated, although they had a tendency to be socially dominant and socially 
aspiring.  They could be described as being very open-minded, creative, and tolerant of change, 
with a strong preference for variety over structure and routine.  Individuals from Cluster 2 were 
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extremely agreeable, empathic, and sensitive towards the needs and problems of others, but were 
likely to avoid interpersonal conflict at all costs.  Finally, applicants from this cluster could be 
described as being extremely reliable, focused, organized, and success-orientated, with a 
tendency towards perfectionism, and a strong need to be in control.     
 
Cluster 3: Open, Average Scoring personality subgroup. 
Cluster 3 comprised 80 participants and was the second largest of the three clusters identified.  
Figure 5 presents the NEO PI-R profile for Cluster 3.   
 
Figure 5: NEO PI-R Profile for Cluster 3: Average Scoring Personality Subgroup 
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Note: Very High (T ≥65); High (56 ≤ Τ < 65); Average (45 ≤ Τ < 56 ); Low (35 ≤ Τ <45); Very Low (Τ < 35) 
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Cluster 3 scored in the Average category on the N domain thus indicating that applicants in 
this cluster experienced an average amount of negative affect and psychological distress.  
Average scores on all the facet scales in this domain indicated that although stressful or 
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frustrating situations might result in some distress for these individuals, they were generally able 
to overcome these feelings and cope with the situation.   
Cluster 3 fell on the borderline between the Average and High categories for the E domain 
suggesting that this group of applicants generally enjoyed the company of others.  Looking at the 
facet scales, this cluster scored highest on Gregariousness, followed by Positive Emotions and 
Assertiveness. A high score on Gregariousness suggested that applicants from Cluster 3 were 
likely to seek out and enjoy the company of others.  A high average score on Assertiveness 
suggested that in the presence of others they had a tendency to prefer a leadership role, although 
this may not always be strongly evident.  A high average score on Positive Emotions indicated 
that although this group was more inclined to experience positive emotions such as joy, 
happiness, excitement, cheerfulness or optimism, they were less exuberant and slightly more 
serious than those applicants in Clusters 1 and 2.  An average score on Warmth suggested that 
Cluster 3 applicants may be more discriminating in their approach to others, sometimes being 
formal and aloof and other times, friendly and approachable, depending on the situation or their 
mood (Piedmont, 1998).  Overall, this group of applicants was characterized by a lower sense of 
personal energy, and interpersonal involvement, which would be likely to change in degree and 
intensity depending on the company and the context.    
The O domain exhibited the highest score in this cluster, falling into the High category.  
Therefore, Cluster 3 has a similar global description to Clusters 1 and 2 on this domain, although 
the traits were exhibited to a far lesser degree.  Applicants in this cluster were therefore likely to 
be quite intellectually curious, original, untraditional, creative, and inclined to explore the 
unfamiliar (Piedmont, 1998).  Cluster 3 scored highest on Ideas, followed by Fantasy and 
Feelings, and lowest on Actions. 
Like Clusters 1 and 2, the high score on Ideas also reflected for Cluster 3, an openness to new 
and unconventional ideas, and an interest in intellectual pursuits, theoretical arguments and 
discussions.  A high average score for Aesthetics reflected an appreciation of art and beauty, 
while a high score on Fantasy suggested an active imagination, both of which were likely to 
complement the inclination to explore new avenues of thought.  The Feelings score suggested 
that this group of applicants was slightly more aware of and open to their feelings than the 
average individual and would be sensitive to the feelings of others.  A high average score on the 
Values scale suggested that this group of applicants was generally open to re-examining some of 
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their values, although there may be some which were not open for discussion, evaluation, or 
change.  Finally, an average Actions score indicated that although this cluster showed some 
degree of personal flexibility, there were also aspects that required some structure and 
conventionality.  Furthermore, the noticeably lower score on Actions suggested that the Openness 
of this cluster was expressed more through the inner world of ideas, fantasies and feelings and 
less through the outer world of actions (Piedmont, 1998).    
The A domain had the lowest score for Cluster 3, falling into the low Average category.  
Therefore, this group of participants was likely to have a somewhat positive orientation towards 
others that may be conditional (Piedmont, 1998).  Although they may exhibit a somewhat warm 
and trusting attitude, this was likely to be accompanied by a degree of skepticism which would 
prevent them from simply taking people or events at face value.  In addition, this group of 
applicants was more likely than those in Clusters 1 and 2 to exhibit some degree of stubbornness 
and competitiveness in their interpersonal interactions.   
All facet scale scores on the A domain fell into the Average category suggesting that although 
this group of applicants carried some degree of care and concern for the welfare of others, there 
was also some wariness in the realization that not everyone may always present themselves in an 
honest light (Piedmont, 1998).  This resulted in a cautious approach to the evaluation of others.  It 
would appear from the higher Tender-Mindedness score and lower Altruism score that although 
Cluster 3 may be moved by the needs of others, they were more reluctant to get involved or to 
assist in others’ problems.  In addition, the low average score for Compliance indicated that 
during interpersonal conflict these individuals were more likely to display stubborn or 
competitive behaviours and express their anger.   
Cluster 3, again scored in the Average category for the C domain, with all facet scales falling 
into the Average category.  Therefore, although this cluster displayed some degree of personal 
organization and reliability which allowed them to work successfully, the C domain score 
suggested that this group was less narrowly focused on success.  Therefore, this group of 
applicants was likely to show commitment to their studies, but would be unlikely to extend 
themselves beyond what was necessary.   
The high average score on Achievement-Striving indicated that although this cluster held 
some aspiration to work hard and achieve their goals, this striving lacked the degree of focus and 
intensity evident in Clusters 1 and 2.  The Competence score suggested an average sense of their 
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value and worth meaning that applicants in Cluster 3 were likely to feel capable of accomplishing 
the tasks assigned to them.  The scores on Deliberation and Self-Discipline suggested that they 
would have some degree of personal organization and control, although it was likely that should 
these applicants feel pressured they would experience increased levels of psychological distress 
more easily than Clusters 1 and 2.  The Dutifulness score suggested that although this cluster was 
likely to follow through on their commitments, they may strive to do what was only minimally 
required.        
Overall, individuals from Cluster 3 were fairly well adjusted emotionally.  However, they had 
a lower tolerance for stress and frustration and were likely to experience some negative affect 
when under pressure.  The applicants in this cluster could be described as being fairly sociable 
although they had the tendency to be dominant or forceful in their interpersonal approach.  
Generally, individuals in Cluster 3 were open-minded and somewhat tolerant of change, although 
they also required some degree of structure and conventionality.  Despite having a somewhat 
positive orientation to others, Cluster 3 applicants were less altruistic, and   more likely to be 
guarded in their approach to others, and stubborn or competitive from time to time.  Finally, these 
applicants would be likely to work hard, but were less narrowly focused on success and valued 
their time for other interests and endevours.    
 
Comparison of the Clusters and Implications for Selection 
In this sub-section the three clusters are compared in terms of their key features and discussed 
in relation to suitability as potential psychologists-in-training.  The comparisons are discussed in 
terms of the literature presented in Chapter Three.  Figure 6 provides a graphical representation 
of the three clusters in comparison to each other.   
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Figure 6: Comparison of NEO PI-R Profiles of the Three Personality Subgroups 
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Note: Very High (T ≥65); High (56 ≤ Τ < 65); Average (45 ≤ Τ < 56 ); Low (35 ≤ Τ <45); Very Low (Τ < 35) 
 
As mentioned in Chapter Three, in an effort to select well-rounded applicants, master’s 
psychology applicants should be evaluated at three levels, including academic aptitude, 
counsellor competence, and potential for personal and professional development.  As already 
highlighted in Chapter Three, personality assessment has the ability to provide important insights 
into each of these areas of functioning.  Each of the three clusters has a profile which indicates 
particular strengths and limitations, particularly in relation to the core areas of functioning in 
postgraduate training and to a career as a counsellor or psychologist.  Some of these strengths and 
limitations are discussed now in relation to implications for suitability to a master’s psychology 
programme. 
Psychological health or emotional stability has been viewed as a vital characteristic of 
effective counsellors (Chippindall & Watts, 1999; Cormier & Hackney, 1993; Pope & Kline, 
1999).  Low scores on N and high scores on E indicated that applicants from Clusters 1 and 2 had 
a strong sense of well-being and could be described as being hardy, adaptive, strong, resilient, 
and self-confident (Piedmont, 1998).  In addition, high scores on the E and C domains for these 
two clusters indicated a proactive personality type (Bateman & Crant, 1993; Crant, 1995; Crant 
& Bateman, 2000).  These applicants were likely to respond to stress and negative affect directly 
and with effective coping strategies, and would therefore be likely to cope adequately with the 
stressful nature of a master’s programme.  In comparison, Cluster 3 was more likely to struggle 
with insecurities and self-esteem issues from time to time.  Applicants in this cluster were also 
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likely to become more easily distressed than those in Clusters 1 and 2.  Lower scores on the E 
and C domains suggested that Cluster 3 applicants would be less proactive in addressing 
problems quickly and directly.  Although Cluster 3 applicants would probably be able to cope in 
the programme, they would be less likely to tolerate frustration well, and more likely to 
experience higher levels of stress than Clusters 1 and 2.   
In terms of counselling ability, low scores on N indicated that Clusters 1 and 2 were likely to 
be able to deal appropriately with an expression of client vulnerability and emotional 
ambivalence.  High scores on A suggested that these applicants would be able to attend to the 
neurotic tendencies of clients with a good measure of empathy and understanding.  Cluster 1 
scored slightly higher on the N domain than Cluster 2, although still falling into the Low category.  
There are some who suggest that the presence of some neurotic difficulties enhances intuitive 
understanding and empathy for the mentally disturbed (Sachs, 1947; Sharpe, 1947).  It is 
therefore possible that Cluster 1 may have an advantage over Cluster 2 in that they may be able 
to better relate to clients in this area and thus be able to show more empathy when dealing with 
the neurotic tendencies of clients.  In contrast to these first two clusters, Cluster 3 was more 
likely to become overwhelmed and stressed by the difficulties or neurotic tendencies of clients, 
particularly highly dysfunctional clients.  In addition, low average scores on the A facet scales 
suggested that Cluster 3 applicants would also be less likely to respond to clients’ difficulties and 
neurotic tendencies in an empathic or understanding manner and may find it more difficult to 
contain the negative affect of clients.   
It goes without saying that interpersonal skills are critical in the selection of effective 
counsellors.  These attributes range widely and include a positive, co-operative attitude and 
ability to deal with conflict (Frame & Stevens-Smith, 1995), assertiveness, social adjustment, 
verbal fluency, and sociability (Williams, 1999), acceptance of others, empathy, genuineness, 
sensitivity, warmth, friendliness, sympathy, patience, and sincerity, and a non-threatening 
approach to others (Pope & Kline, 1999).   
The strong affiliative orientation in conjunction with high levels of assertiveness displayed on 
the E domain by Clusters 1 and 2 would be considered strengths in light of their chosen career of 
working with people in a context where warmth, friendliness, genuineness and good personal 
boundaries are important traits for developing rapport and healthy therapeutic relationships with 
clients.  Furthermore, High E scores in combination with high A scores indicated an interpersonal 
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style which could be described as being warm, accommodating, kind, charitable, sympathetic, 
compassionate, and non-threatening (Piedmont, 1998).  In contrast, the High E score and low 
average score for A suggested that although Cluster 3 may enjoy the company of others, these 
applicants tended towards being more dominant or forceful in their approach to others, enjoying 
leading, directing, and managing others, rather than caring for or co-operating with others 
(Piedmont, 1998).  The low average A score suggested that Cluster 3 was likely to be slightly 
more guarded in their approach to others and therefore more skeptical and less accepting of 
people as they are.  Overall, Cluster 3 applicants could at times come across as being aloof, 
distant, stubborn or competitive, making it more difficult to establish trusting relationships easily.  
The ability to manage conflict effectively is essential when working with less emotionally 
stable clients.  In this respect, Cluster 1 was seen to have the healthiest approach to conflict, in 
that they would able to express concern and compassion without being overly accommodating or 
compliant, to the detriment of the client or the therapeutic process. The very high scores on the A 
domain in Cluster 2 suggested a possible area of weakness in this cluster.  Although high scorers 
on the A domain showed a strength in terms of the altruistic nature of these applicants, extreme 
scores on A have been considered to be maladaptive (McCrae & Costa, 1987).  Cluster 2 
applicants were likely to have a tendency to avoid conflict as far as possible and could come 
across to clients as unassertive or lacking in confidence (Piedmont, 1998).  These traits in 
combination with their very trusting nature placed them at risk of being exploited or manipulated 
by clients or others (Miller, 1991).  Langman (2001) found that extraverted, warm and trusting 
counsellor trainees felt authentic with clients, even as beginners, but that some struggled to 
maintain boundaries with clients.  Cluster 2 could be at risk of experiencing similar difficulties.   
Cluster 3 depicted yet another style of interaction, particularly related to conflict.  The low 
average scores on A suggested that this cluster was naturally more confrontative than Clusters 1 
and 2.  This confrontative attitude together with their preference to direct, lead or manage others 
would make it difficult to develop trusting relationships or relate to clients in a way that 
conveyed empathy, warmth or understanding.  Cluster 3 applicants also demonstrated greater 
levels of inflexibility than the remaining two clusters as depicted in their lower levels of A and 
higher levels of N (Engvik, 1999).  In addition to some of the difficulties Cluster 3 may 
encounter in the therapeutic context, research revealed that individuals with angry, hostile and 
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disagreeable traits (such as in Cluster 3) were also more likely to struggle to integrate their 
personal and professional selves (Langman, 2001).   
The generally high to very high scores of applicants in Cluster 2 suggested a fast-paced, 
exuberant, dominant personality profile (Piedmont, 1998).  Although this type of personality 
would be likely to cope well with the fast-paced nature of the academic content of the programme, 
it could hinder these applicants in their ability to stay with clients in the therapeutic process.  
These applicants could become easily frustrated by slow-moving clients and might have a 
tendency to want to direct clients in an effort to speed up progress.  Very vulnerable or inhibited 
clients could feel overpowered or overwhelmed by applicants in this cluster.  On the other hand, 
Cluster 1 appeared to strike a better balance in this respect, without compromising their ability to 
cope with the academic content of the course. 
All three clusters scored significantly differently on the C domain. Of the three clusters, 
Cluster 2 was described as the prototypical achievers (Piedmont, 1998).  Although these 
applicants exhibited a heightened sense of competence and drive to succeed, they were at risk of 
requiring a high need for control over their environment, and developing perfectionistic 
tendencies (Piedmont, 1998).  In addition, these applicants might find it difficult to separate work 
and leisure time.  Applicants from Cluster 2 may be at risk of developing a robotic or mechanical 
approach to their learning, placing greater emphasis on the need to feel competent or the need to 
achieve than on personal or professional development.  Cluster 1 also exhibited similar traits, but 
appeared to have a more balanced approach compared to Cluster 2.  Both of these clusters would 
be likely to show high commitment to their studies, their clients and their professional codes of 
conduct.  In comparison, Cluster 3 was characterized by lower levels of organization, persistence, 
motivation, and reliability.  Although all three clusters scored above the average range for 
Achievement-Striving, higher scores on the remaining facet scales for Clusters 1 and 2 suggested 
that they would be more likely to successfully execute their plans and achieve their goals as 
initially set out, than Cluster 3.  The high scores on the C domain and low scores on the N 
domain for both Clusters 1 and 2 suggested that these applicants would be self-reliant (Engvik, 
1999), compared to applicants in Cluster 3 who tended towards being less self-reliant and 
possibly requiring a greater degree of direction and support from external sources.   
The highly physically, emotionally and mentally demanding nature of a master’s programme 
can place certain individuals at risk of developing burnout or some sort of fatigue.  Individuals 
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with effective protective mechanisms could guard against this.  In general, Clusters 1 and 2 
showed the greatest number of protective mechanisms.  A high score on Positive Emotions has 
been associated with happiness and life satisfaction (Costa & McCrae, 1992a), and could be 
considered a protective mechanism for applicants in Clusters 1 and 2.  Extraversion has been 
associated with the use of rational problem-solving coping strategies, seeking out social support, 
and positive reappraisal (Dorn & Matthews, 1992).  Higher levels of E, such as in Clusters 1 and 
2, could therefore act as a buffer against emotional exhaustion (Piedmont, 1998), as could lower 
levels of N (Hills & Norvell, 1991).   
While the three clusters differed on various aspects of the NEO PI-R profile, numerous 
similarities were also noted.  Patterns emerging from these similarities could possibly point 
towards important characteristics of psychology students as a whole.   
 
Similarities across the Three Cluster Groups 
A number of general patterns were noted across the cluster groups as well as the sample as a 
whole.  While similar patterns emerged across the groups, differences lay in the degree to which 
the traits were exhibited in each cluster.  This suggested that some traits may be more or less 
characteristic of the master’s psychology applicants.  This notion of characteristic traits within 
particular career fields is well supported in the literature and was discussed to some extent in 
Chapter Three.     
In general, the N domain produced the lowest of the five domain scores, across the clusters 
and the total sample, except in Cluster 3 where A was the lowest.  Generally, N fell below the 
average range for the majority of the clusters.  On the other hand, O produced the highest domain 
score, across all clusters except Cluster 2, where A was the highest.  The O scores obtained for all 
the cluster groups fell above the average range.  These results suggest that in general, this sample 
of short-listed psychology applicants was characterized by lower levels of neuroticism and higher 
levels of openness compared to the normative sample.     
Various general patterns were noted on the facet scales as well, indicating possibly more or 
less important traits in terms of master’s psychology applicants.  All three clusters followed the 
same pattern on the N domain, scoring highest on Anxiety, lowest on Vulnerability, and similarly 
across the remaining facets.  Therefore, all three clusters were mostly likely to experience some 
tension, worry or nervousness, rather than depression, anger, self-consciousness or impulsiveness.  
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Despite significant differences in the degree of negative affect experienced by the three clusters, 
the Vulnerability scores suggested a generally good ability to deal appropriately with negative 
affect.   
On the E domain, Clusters 1 and 2 and the total sample all scored highest on Warmth, 
suggesting this to be an important attribute for psychology applicants.  Generally the facets 
measuring interpersonal involvement scored higher than those measuring energy, suggesting the 
importance of the former for psychology applicants.    
On the O domain, all clusters scored highest on the Ideas scale, all falling above the Average 
range.  This suggested that in terms of Openness to Experience, intellectual curiosity and a desire 
to develop oneself within a theoretical orientation may be a characteristic trait of the master’s 
psychology applicants.   
Altruism and Tender-Mindedness emerged strongly as the two highest facet scales across the 
various clusters and the sample as a whole, while Compliance emerged as one of the lower scales 
across all groups in the A domain.  All groups scored higher than the Average range on Altruism 
and Tender-Mindedness, except Cluster 3, which scored in the Average range, suggesting that an 
interest in and concern for the welfare of others as well as an empathic attitude towards others are 
defining characteristics within the A domain for master’s psychology applicants.  
Within the C domain, Achievement-Striving emerged as the highest scoring facet scale across 
all groups, suggesting this to be a strong trait amongst the master’s psychology applicants.    
In summary, despite the distinct differences between the three clusters, notable patterns also 
emerged which appeared to highlight traits which could be considered to characterize counsellors 
or psychologists in general.  From the discussion, it was concluded that despite all clusters 
exhibiting “normal” personality profiles, Clusters 1 and 2 exhibited the most suitable personality 
profiles in relation to selection for a master’s psychology programme.   
 
Results for Aim 4 
The fourth aim of the study was to determine the relationship between the personality 
subgroups identified and the biographical and education-related variables.  Chi-square analyses 
were conducted in order to achieve this aim.  Chi-square analyses were performed for the 
biographical variables including gender, age, home language, and race, as well as for the 
education-related variables including degree obtained, number of years since applicants studied 
 171
last, and academic rating. (Readers can refer to Tables 23 and 24 in Appendix C for a detailed 
description of the results of these analyses.)   
Of the analyses conducted, only one was found to be significant. A significant difference was 
found between home language and the three clusters.  English home language speakers 
dominated Clusters 1 and 3, constituting 56.90% and 56.25% of each cluster, respectively.  
Afrikaans home language speakers dominated Cluster 2, constituting just over half this cluster 
(52.94%).  Afrikaans home language speakers were evenly spread across the remaining two 
clusters, with 26.72% represented in Cluster 1 and 26.25% represented in Cluster 3. Interestingly, 
the greatest majority of applicants from each of the three home language groups, English, 
Afrikaans, and African, fell into Cluster 1 (49.62%, 39.24%, and 60%, respectively).  In terms of 
suitability for a master’s psychology programme, Cluster 1 could be considered to be the most 
well-balanced of the three clusters.    
In general, the formation of the clusters was not determined by the biographical or education-
related variables, and thus further supported the influence of the personality variables on the 
determination of the clusters.   
 
Results for Aim 5 
The fifth and final aim was to determine the relationship between the clusters identified and 
the outcome of the application.  In order to achieve this aim, a chi-square test was performed.         
The Chi-square test of independence indicated a significant relationship between the clusters 
and the outcome of the application.  The results are reported in Table 42. 
 
Table 42 
The Relationship between Personality Clusters and Outcome of the Application 
 Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 
 n % n % n % 
Selected 55 47.41 30 58.82 25 31.25 
Not Selected 61 52.59 21 41.18 55 68.75 
Total 116 100 51 100 80 100 
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A Chi-square test of independence indicated a significant relationship between the outcome 
of the application and the clusters identified earlier, χ2(d.f. = 2) = 10.32, p = 0.006.  A noticeable 
pattern emerged within the clusters whereby in Cluster 1 a roughly equal number of applicants 
were both successful (47.41%) and unsuccessful (52.59%) in being selected, while for Cluster 3, 
the majority of applicants were unsuccessful (68.76%) in their application.  In Cluster 2, the 
majority of applicants were successful (58.82%).  This suggested that while applicants falling 
into Cluster 1 had a fairly equal chance of being selected or not selected, chances for selection 
were greatest if applicants fell into Cluster 2 and poorest if they fell into Cluster 3.   
Due to the relationship between the clusters and the outcome of the application when using 
the Chi-square technique, discriminant analysis was performed in an attempt to derive 
classification functions to classify short-listed applicants into cluster groups.  Discriminant 
analysis was performed using all five of the NEO PI-R domain scales, as well as the education-
related variables.  It should be noted that of the 10 variables used, six variables contributed 
significantly (p < 0.05) to the discriminatory power of the model. The six variables were the 
BPsych Degree and all five domains of the NEO PI-R.  (Readers can refer to Table 26 in 
Appendix C for a more detailed description of the functioning of each of the variables within the 
model.)  Table 43 provides the coefficients for each of the variables which will be used to derive 
the classification functions for each of the three clusters.     
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Table 43 
Coefficients for Linear Discrimination functions for the Three Clusters 
Reference Variables Variable Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 
Honours Degree BPsych Degree -1.767 -2.443 0.056 
Other Degree  1.167  3.495 0.788 
Straight from Degree 1+ Years since Last 
Study 
 0.374  0.397 0.725 
Academic Rating = 3 Academic Rating = 2  7.670  7.629 7.766 
Academic Rating = 1  8.082  7.709 8.341 
 N T-score  0.358  0.106 0.653 
E T-score  1.380  1.580 1.244 
O T-score  1.037  1.157 0.930 
A T-score  1.526  1.909 1.238 
C T-score  1.387  1.542 1.202 
Constant -166.806 -211.839 -141.960 
 
Using the variable coefficients from Table 43, an applicant’s information can be entered into 
a linear equation for each cluster.  The derivation of the classification functions for an applicant 
can be broken down into three steps, which are outlined next.   
 
Step 1: Determine the linear equation for each cluster using the variables and coefficients 
assigned to those variables.  Below is an example of the equation for Cluster 1.   
Cluster 1 =  -166.806 + [-1.767 (BPsych Degree)] + [1.167(Other Degree)] + [0.374(1+years 
since last study)] + [7.670(Academic Rating 2)] + [8.082(Academic Rating 1)] + 
[0.358(N T-score)] + [1.380(E T-score)] + [1.037(O T-score)] + [1.526(A T-score)] 
+ [1.387(C T-score)]    
 
Step 2: Assign a 0- or 1-value to each of the education-related variables within the equation.  A 0-
value is assigned to those variables which do not apply to the applicant, while a 1-value is 
assigned to those variables which do apply to the applicant.  If the reference variable is applicable 
to the applicant, then a 0-value is assigned to both the related variables in the function.  Insert the 
NEO PI-R T-scores obtained by the applicant for each domain according to the equation.  For 
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example, if the applicant is applying directly from their fourth year of study with a BPsych 
degree, an academic rating of 3, and NEO PI-R T-scores of N=43, E=62, O=64; A=68 and C=65, 
then the equation for Cluster 1 would be as follows:  
Cluster 1 =  -166.806 + [-1.767 (1)] + [1.167(0)] + [0.374(0)] + [7.670(0)] + [8.082(0)] + 
[0.358(43)] + [1.380(62)] + [1.037(64)] + [1.526(68)] + [1.387(65)]    
 
Step 3: Solve the equation by adding the values to obtain a classification function.  For example, 
the equation for Cluster 1 would be solved as follows: 
Cluster 1 =  -166.806-1.767+15.394+85.56+66.368+103.768+90.155    
Cluster 1 =  192.672 (Classification Function) 
 
These three steps are repeated to create classification functions for the remaining two clusters 
for each applicant.  Solving the equations for each applicant will result in three separate 
classification functions, the highest of which will indicate the cluster to which the applicant 
belongs.  For example, if the classification function for Cluster 2 is higher than those for Clusters 
1 or 3, then the applicant would be classified as a Cluster 2 profile.  The advantage of deriving 
such functions is that the results of this study could then be applied during future master’s 
selections.  By determining the personality typology of an applicant, the potential outcome of the 
application could be predicted.  Table 44 presents a matrix indicating how accurately the 
observations were classified utilizing the above functions.    
    
Table 44 
Classification Matrix 
 Percentage Correctly 
Predicted 
Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Actual Size 
Cluster 1 99.13 114 0 1 115 
Cluster 2 88.24 6 45 0 51 
Cluster 3 92.50 6 0 74 80 
Total 94.72 126 45 81 246 
 
From Table 44 it can be seen that on average, the classification functions were able to 
correctly classify 94.72% of the applicants.  Therefore, using the NEO PI-R and education-
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related variables, classification functions were derived to accurately classify cluster group 
membership 94.72% of the time.  The high success rate of the classification was to be expected as 
the clusters were formed based on some of the predictors.  The classification functions were the 
most accurate for Cluster 1 (at 99.13%), followed by Cluster 3 (at 92.50%), and finally Cluster 2 
(88.24%).  
 
Conclusion 
Descriptive statistics were utilized to provide a description of the personality characteristics 
of the sample as a whole.  In general, the total sample of short-listed master’s psychology 
applicants could be described as being emotionally well-adjusted, and more open to experience, 
sociable, agreeable, and conscientious than the average normative sample. Cluster analytic 
procedures, namely the K-means algorithm clustering method, revealed three distinct clusters or 
personality subgroups within the sample.  Statistical analyses confirmed significant differences 
across all three clusters on all five domain scales and many of the facet scales.  These clusters 
were further validated by comparing the personality profiles and discussing them in relation to 
suitability for entry into a master’s psychology programme. Clusters 1 and 2 exhibited the most 
desirable personality characteristics in relation to selection into a master’s psychology 
programme, while Cluster 3 exhibited the least desirable traits.  The discussion of these clusters 
revealed the heterogeneity of short-listed master’s psychology applicants.  Furthermore, clusters 
were explored in relation to biographical and education-related variables to determine if these had 
a significant relationship with the clusters.  No significant relationship between the clusters and 
these variables were found except for a relationship with the outcome of the application.  This 
result further confirmed that the clusters were based on personality characteristics.  Various 
classification functions were derived classifying applicants into “selected” and “not selected” 
groups as well as the three personality cluster groups, which could aid selection committees in 
the future to screen out potentially unsuitable candidates earlier in the selection process.  The 
conclusions of the study and recommendations for future research will be presented in Chapter 
Six.         
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CHAPTER SIX 
CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Chapter Preview 
This chapter provides a summary of the main findings and presents a discussion of the 
conclusions reached regarding the present study.  This is followed by a review of the value of the 
study and some of the limitations presented in the research.  Chapter Six concludes with a brief 
set of recommendations for future research.   
 
Conclusions of the Study 
The main findings and conclusions of the study are presented in relation to the main aims of 
the study as outlined in Chapter Four.  Where possible, these are discussed in the context of 
relevant previous research.   
 
Internal Consistency of the NEO PI-R 
In an effort to establish the reliability of the NEO PI-R for use in the sample employed in the 
present study, Cronbach’s coefficient alphas were calculated for each of the domain scale scores.  
The coefficient alphas for the domain scales ranged from .68 to .84 for the sample as a whole, 
indicating an adequate level of reliability for each of the domain scores, despite the fact that the 
NEO PI-R was developed and normed on an American population.  Oakes (2003) came to a 
similar conclusion regarding the reliability of the scores for a South African clinical sample.  In 
terms of race groups, the results were more mixed.  Although the scores showed adequate 
reliability for the Whites and Coloured's, the results were less favourable for Blacks and Asians.  
The E and O domains showed the least amount of reliability across all race groups and the sample 
as a whole, suggesting that these domains may require revision for the South African population.         
 
Personality Characteristics of Short-Listed Master’s Psychology Applicants 
As mentioned in the literature review, individuals with particular personality characteristics 
have been found to be attracted to specific areas of study in order to satisfy their own personal 
needs (Brown & Cross, 1993).  Few studies have focused on the personality characteristics of 
postgraduate psychology students, particularly using the Five-Factor Model (FFM) approach to 
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personality.  A personality profile of the sample as a whole was explored first, before applying a 
multivariate clustering procedure which described the total sample according to three 
significantly different personality profile groups.  Profiles were interpreted using standardized T-
scores and the Form S normative sample, which are based on a USA sample. The study was 
essentially exploratory in nature and norms were used to facilitate accuracy in interpreting the 
NEO PI-R findings for the total sample and each of the clusters.      
 
Personality profile of the total sample. 
According to the five global domains of the NEO PI-R, the total sample could be described as 
being low on N, high on E, O, and C, and high average tending towards high on A.  Applicants 
scored highest on the O domain, followed by the E domain, suggesting that they are sociable, 
energetic, outgoing and lively as well as curious, imaginative and creative (Johnson, n.d.).  When 
compared to the normative sample as well as a sample of South African university students, the 
results suggested that the master’s psychology applicants in the present study had a somewhat 
different global personality profiles to the two comparison samples.  The characteristic O, E and 
low N personality attributes found in the sample in this study were similar to previous research 
findings on the personality characteristics of psychology students (Ault, 2001; Craig & Olsen, 
1992; Kline & Lapham, 1992; Lunt, 2005).   
In terms of a more specific personality profile, the total sample was characterized on the N 
domain by a low Vulnerability score indicating a good ability to deal with negative affect that 
might arise in times of stress.  In addition, a higher degree and intensity of interpersonal 
involvement, an active inner world, good emotional awareness, a tolerance for change, and a 
humanistic focus and desire to help others all characterized the sample in this study.  These 
results were not surprising, and these characteristics would be considered desirable when 
considering that these individuals have chosen a career in which a focus on feelings and the 
formation of healthy interpersonal relationships, helping others deal with problems in their lives, 
dealing with the ambiguity of a therapeutic context, and the facilitation of change are all 
characteristic of the nature of the profession.   
Finally, on the C domain, the sample was characterized by a high score on Achievement-
Striving indicating a great sense of ambition, purpose, and direction in life.  This result might 
have been expected in light of the competitive nature inherent in gaining entry into a master’s 
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psychology programme, the demanding nature of the two year programme, and the fact that these 
applicants represented a small group of the best applicants from a large pool of individuals.  In 
addition, these applicants were in the final stages of the process of becoming a qualified clinician, 
and would be expected to be settled, comfortable and focused on the purpose and direction of 
their career choice.   
It is pleasing to note that in general, applicants applying for the master’s psychology 
programme were well adjusted and had personality characteristics that placed them in good stead 
to develop further, not only academically, but also as effective counsellors and psychotherapists.     
 
The relationship between personality and biographical variables. 
The personality characteristics for the total sample were further explored according to various 
biographical variables including gender, age, race, and home language.  Within this sample of 
short-listed master’s psychology applicants, it can be concluded that in general, neither gender 
nor age had a significant influence on the personality profiles of the applicants.  However, a 
significant relationship was found between personality and culture (as represented by race and 
home language), with the greatest number of differences appearing on the O and A domains 
overall.  Generally, the African cultures tended to score lower on these two domains than the 
European cultures, although the level of variance was not tested.  Similar findings, particularly 
for the O domain, have been reported elsewhere in previous research (Heuchert et al., 2000; 
McCrae, 2002; Rossier et al., 2005).  
 
The relationship between personality and education-related variables.  
  The personality characteristics for the total sample were also explored according to various 
education-related variables in an effort to determine if any of these variables could perhaps aid in 
more meaningful selection or streaming of applicants.   
Firstly, personality was examined in relation to whether applicants applied with a BPsych or 
Honours degree.  Significant differences between the two groups were found on the N and A 
domains, and four facet scales, namely Anxiety, Depression, Trust, and Modesty.  However, these 
differences were not judged to influence suitability of one group over the other for a master’s 
psychology programme in any major way, except possibly on the N facet scales of Depression 
and Anxiety, where BPsych students may be perceived as more emotionally stable and therefore 
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more suitable.  Discriminant analysis revealed that the N domain played a significant role in the 
selection of students.  Higher Anxiety and Depression scores in the Honours groups may 
therefore have been a contributing factor to why BPsych students had a greater chance of being 
selected than Honours students.     
The relationship between personality and academic rating was also explored.  Although the 
results partly supported available literature, some were fairly mixed and inconsistent at times to 
make definitive conclusions.  It was, however, concluded that in this sample the O domain was 
significantly related to academic rating with applicants obtaining the highest rating appearing to 
be significantly more imaginative, creative, individualistic, and tolerant for the exploration of the 
unfamiliar than those with the lowest rating.  Previous research found that counsellor trainees 
who scored high on Openness to Experience and more particularly, the Aesthetics scale, and were 
thus open to others’ creative expressions, were more comfortable working with diversity and a 
wide variety of clients (Thompson, Brossart, Carlozzi, & Miville, 2002).  Working with diversity 
is particularly important in the South African context, and this ability together with a strong 
academic rating would increase the suitability of these applicants for a master’s programme in 
psychology.   
The study also attempted to determine if there were any significant differences in personality 
between applicants who applied for the Clinical Psychology programme, the Counselling 
Psychology programme, and those who had no clear preference for a programme.  Although a 
few significant differences were found, these differences were small and did not clearly define 
the particular groups in terms of suitability for particular programmes.  One possible reason for 
the general homogeneity of the students may be that the Clinical and Counselling programmes at 
the university utilized in the study have the same academic coursework programme and only 
differ in internship.  It is therefore possible that more specialized programmes may attract 
applicants with more heterogeneous personality profiles.   
Finally, in terms of education-related variables, the study explored the relationship between 
personality and the outcome of the application.  Applicants selected for the programme were 
found to be significantly less prone to and better able to deal with negative affect, and more 
sociable, outgoing, and energetic than those applicants not selected. These traits would be 
considered to be desirable in counsellor trainees (Softas-Nall, Baldo, & Williams, 2001; Snyder, 
1955; Williams, 1999).  At the facet level selected students exhibited generally more desirable 
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traits such as higher levels of friendliness, genuineness, confidence, flexibility, intrapersonal 
awareness, and ability to form close attachments. From these results it could be concluded that 
the NEO PI-R is helpful in distinguishing between students who may be considered to have more 
or less suitable personalities for selection into a master’s psychology programme.   
This conclusion is further supported by the discriminant analysis, which suggested that 
classification functions using the NEO PI-R could be useful in at least screening out unsuitable 
applicants.  The N domain of the NEO PI-R played a particularly important role in the outcome 
of the application, even more so than the academic rating, which the Psychology Department 
asserts carries the greatest weighting in the selection process.  In an effort to remain transparent, 
this result suggests that the Psychology Department may need to revaluate their selection criteria 
and process in terms of how the weightings of particular variables play out in the selection 
context. 
 
The Personality Subgroups Identified 
In an effort to further examine the use of the NEO PI-R in a selection context, the study 
analyzed the NEO PI-R profiles of the sample using a multivariate clustering procedure that 
resulted in three distinct cluster groups or personality subgroups.  This approach was utilized in 
previous research using samples of undergraduate psychology students (Briscoe, 2002; 
McKinnon, 2003) as well as short-listed master’s psychology applicants (Lunt, 2005), although a 
different measure, the MMPI-2, was used.  Prior to these studies, a multivariate clustering 
method had not been used in South Africa to examine the personality of psychology students, and 
had only been used in the discipline of science by Scott (1998).  No cases could be found where 
the NEO PI-R had been used as the measure of choice. In the case of research by Briscoe (2002), 
McKinnon (2003), and Lunt (2005), distinctly different personality profiles were identified, thus 
revealing psychology students as a heterogeneous group.  The results from the present study 
supported these findings using a different personality measure, the NEO PI-R.  
In terms of counsellor trainees, Clusters 1 and 2 appeared to possess the most desirable 
personality characteristics, while Cluster 3 appeared to possess the least desirable personality 
characteristics.  Cluster 1 was characterized by an extraverted, open, conscientious personality 
profile, while Cluster 2 was characterized by a very agreeable, very open, and very conscientious 
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personality profile.  In contrast, Cluster 3 was characterized by a high degree of Openness to 
Experience.   
Lunt (2005), using the MMPI-2, identified four clusters from a similar sample to that used in 
the present study.  Cluster 1 from the present study was similar to Lunt’s (2005) Cluster 1, which 
was described as emotionally well-adjusted, extraverted, verbally fluent and confident in their 
abilities.  Cluster 2 from the present study was similar to Lunt’s (2005) Cluster 2, which was 
described as being extraverted, alert, gregarious, active, and achievement-orientated.  
Furthermore, similarities could be drawn between Lunt’s (2005) Cluster 3 and Cluster 3 from the 
present study.  Both clusters exhibited extraverted and gregarious characteristics, as well as the 
tendency to be somewhat self-centred and less mature than participants in the other clusters.  
These results provide some early evidence that the MMPI-2 and the NEO PI-R do appear to 
compliment each other and can be used in conjunction with each other, as is done at the 
university utilized in the present study.   
Furthermore, the similarities in clusters between Lunt’s (2005) study and the present one may 
provide some evidence for the validity of the NEO PI-R profiles.  As discussed in Chapter Three, 
due to the lack of validity scales for the NEO PI-R, the profiles are at risk of reflecting fake 
responses.  It could by hypothesized that the inclusion of validity scales on the MMPI-2, make it 
more difficult to fake than the NEO PI-R.  The profiles identified in the present study, do appear 
to be somewhat supported by those obtained in Lunt’s (2005) study. 
According to previous research, counsellor trainees who are better adjusted, alert, social, 
assertive, confident and verbally fluent tend to be more effective counsellors (Williams, 1999).  
Shipp-Nelson (2000) also concluded that successful clinical psychology students had moderately 
high levels of self-esteem. Assertiveness, flexibility and lower rigidity were also found to 
characterize effective counsellors (Frayn, 1968), as were traits of patience and non-
aggressiveness in interpersonal relationships (Wicus & Mahan, 1966).  Allen (1967) found that 
effective counsellors were in tune and comfortable with their inner emotional experience while 
Snyder (1955) identified imagination and creativity to be associated with successful clinical 
psychology students.  According to Thompson et al. (2002), a higher level of O and particularly 
Openness to Aesthetics is suggestive of a better ability to work with client diversity.  Both 
Clusters 1 and 2 could be described in terms of these characteristics, and it can therefore be 
concluded that applicants in these clusters hold good potential for developing into effective 
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counsellors and successful master’s psychology students.  However, despite Cluster 2 exhibiting 
generally desirable traits, some of the extreme scores may represent areas of potential weakness, 
which should be explored further during the interview phase of the selection process.  Cluster 1 
appeared to present with a more balanced personality profile, although this Cluster had a slightly 
lower chance of being selected than applicants from Cluster 2.                       
In terms of less effective counsellors, Snyder (1955) found that poor clinical psychology 
students were more prone to neurotic tendencies.  Nelson, Dell’Oliver, Koch, and Buckler (2001) 
found that graduate students who experienced higher psychological distress were more likely to 
experience increased stress regarding their practicum work, as well as their relationships with 
supervisors, professors, and friends.  Higher levels of N in Cluster 3 placed these applicants at 
risk of experiencing the difficulties described by Nelson et al., (2001).  Langman (2001) 
concluded that counselling psychology doctorate, master’s, and social work students who 
exhibited angry, hostile, and disagreeable traits struggled more to integrate their personal and 
professional lives.  These traits were evident to some degree in Cluster 3 as evidenced by a higher 
N score, a low Average A score, and a higher Angry Hostility score compared to Clusters 1 and 2.  
Williams (1999) also found that socially awkward and distant counsellor trainees who had 
difficulty establishing relationships were less effective counsellors.  Lower levels of Warmth and 
Agreeableness found in Cluster 3 would be associated with the traits highlighted by Williams 
(1999), suggesting that Cluster 3 was likely to produce the least effective counsellors.  Lower 
levels of C in Cluster 3 suggest that this group may also be less successful in their academic 
endeavours compared to Clusters 1 and 2.  If these applicants were selected into a master’s 
psychology programme, they would be likely to require more support and greater emphasis on 
the development of their counselling skills.   
Despite some of the less desirable traits in terms of a career in counselling or psychotherapy, 
Cluster 3 applicants still exhibited various strengths.  The high scores on the O domain and facet 
scales and low average scores on the A domain and facet scales suggest that these applicants may 
be less person-centred in a therapeutic context and more theoretically inclined.  While these 
applicants may still hold an interest in psychology, they may be better suited to a career as a 
researcher or lecturer in the field, rather than as a counsellor or psychotherapist.  Qualities such 
as openness to new ideas, an interest in intellectual pursuits or theoretical arguments, and 
increased skepticism and criticalness may work well in a research-based context (Piedmont, 
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1998).  In addition, these qualities coupled with higher levels of social dominance, and a 
preference for directing or managing others may work well in an academic context, such as a 
lecturing position.  It is therefore possible that applicants from Cluster 3 may be better suited to 
the Research Psychology Programmes offered by the Psychology Department, rather than the 
Clinical or Counselling Psychology Programmes.        
From the above discussion it is clear that the clusters are helpful in characterizing particular 
groups of students in terms of their strengths and weaknesses as they relate to counselling and 
even academic potential.  The results for Aim Five of the study suggest that the clusters also hold 
potential use for predicting the outcome of the application of applicants.  The conclusions in this 
regard are discussed next.   
 
The Relationship between Clusters and Biographical and Education-Related Variables  
Although the clusters were generally not related to the biographical or education-related 
variables, they did show a relationship with Home Language and Outcome of Application.  
English home language speakers constituted just over half of Clusters 1 and 3, while Afrikaans 
home language speakers constituted just over half of Cluster 2.   
In terms of the outcome of the application, Cluster 2 had the greatest chance of being selected, 
while Cluster 3 had the poorest chance, and Cluster 1 had a fairly equal chance of being selected 
or not selected.  From these results it was concluded that personality characteristics did not 
completely predict the outcome of the application.  Desirable characteristics (mostly found in 
Clusters 1 and 2) did not guarantee selection, while characteristics deemed less desirable (mostly 
found in Cluster 3) did not completely exclude the possibility of selection.  This supports the 
assertion by the Psychology Department utilized in the study that multiple variables should be 
considered in the selection process.   
However, despite the fact that personality may be only one variable of many which is 
considered in the selection process, fairly accurate classification functions using the NEO PI-R 
domain scales, placing applicants into a particular cluster have the potential to provide the 
selection panel with a wealth of information before an in depth analysis is done.  If future 
research was able to determine the relationship between academic and professional performance 
and the cluster groups, it is possible that the Psychology Department could move to a profile 
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approach for selection which could increase both transparency and consistency within the 
selection process.         
 
Use of NEO PI-R Profiles in the Selection of Master’s Psychology Applicants 
 As discussed in Chapter Three, there has been much debate regarding the use and usefulness 
of personality assessment in the selection of postgraduate applicants.  Despite personality 
assessment having a long history within psychology, it is not often used for selection purposes 
(Cerrai, 1997).   
In general, the present study concluded that the NEO PI-R profiles were able to provide very 
comprehensive descriptions of normal personality as it relates to a group of short-listed master’s 
psychology applicants.  By utilizing a cluster analysis approach whereby NEO PI-R profiles were 
compared, the NEO PI-R was able to successfully distinguish between different groups of 
individuals who, broadly speaking, were more or less suitable for selection into the master’s 
psychology programmes.  As discussed in Chapter Three, the Psychology Department utilized in 
the study uses the NEO PI-R to obtain information regarding personal well-being, defenses, 
impulse control, interests, interpersonal interactions, activity, attitudes, learning, and character.  
The results and discussion in Chapter Five clearly showed that such information is available 
through the use of cluster profiles based on the NEO PI-R.  NEO PI-R profiles therefore appear 
to be valuable in highlighting the strengths and weakness of applicants in terms of their ability to 
develop academically, personally and with regards to counselling skills. In addition, the results 
also suggested that the NEO PI-R may have some utility in streaming applicants into an 
alternative research-based programme when not deemed suitable for the Clinical or Counselling 
Programmes.  Finally, the N score from the NEO PI-R had a significant influence on the outcome 
of the application for applicants.  By using classification functions that incorporate the NEO PI-R 
domain scores, as suggested in Chapter Five, the NEO PI-R has the potential to function as an 
initial screening measure, thus further streamlining the short-listed selection process. 
Overall, the findings of this study support the value of formal personality assessment in the 
selection of master’s psychology applicants.  In addition, the use of cluster analysis in a selection 
context, as well at the utility of the FFM and the NEO PI-R in an applied context, such as that of 
selection, are also supported.               
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Value of the Study 
Chapter One highlighted numerous gaps in the literature and empirical research relating to the 
personality profiles of psychology students, the selection procedures for master’s psychology 
applicants, and the use of personality assessment in such procedures.  In addition, as highlighted 
throughout the present study, research regarding the use of the NEO PI-R in the South African 
context is seriously limited, despite the widespread use of the measure in the country.  Although 
the current study was primarily descriptive in nature, it has contributed to the literature in 
numerous ways.   
Firstly, the findings of this study have contributed to the extension of knowledge regarding 
the use of the NEO PI-R in a South African context.  In particular, the study has contributed to 
extending knowledge on the use of this measure as a selection tool in the higher education 
context, and more specifically, within postgraduate psychology programmes. 
Secondly, the study has contributed to valuable knowledge regarding the characteristics of 
short-listed master’s psychology applicants.  These findings provide a foundation upon which 
future researchers can build.  In addition, by highlighting the strengths and weaknesses of these 
applicants in relation to key performance areas for counsellors and psychologists-in-training, the 
findings can also serve to inform the development or refinement of future master’s psychology 
programmes as well as effective admissions criteria.  Furthermore, similarities found in the 
clusters identified in the present study and those previously identified by Lunt (2005), using 
almost the same sample, but a different measure, continue to confirm the type of student who is 
applying to the Psychology Department used in this study.  This provides potentially valuable 
information regarding the areas of functioning and development in which the programme may 
need to place greater emphasis in order to fully develop their students.         
The usefulness of personality assessment in the selection of postgraduate students has been 
debated over the years.  This study adds to the research supporting the usefulness of the NEO PI-
R for such purposes.  Furthermore, various classification functions for the future classification of 
master’s psychology applicants into different groups were derived through the results of the study.  
Pending further in-depth research on the academic and counselling performance of these different 
groups of students, these functions may assist future selection panels in helping to classify 
applicants into selected or not selected groups, as well as the various different clusters identified 
in the study.  The classification functions may eventually act as ‘coarse” screening measures, and 
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thus significantly reduce the amount of time and resources spent on the selection of master’s 
psychology applicants each year.   
Finally, this study has also contributed to the knowledge base regarding the application of 
cluster analysis and its use with the NEO PI-R.   
Despite the valuable contributions made by the present study, various limitations were also 
encountered.  The following section highlights some of these limitations. 
     
Limitations of the Study 
The following section highlights some of the limitations of the research and in particular, 
addresses limitations regarding the sampling method, the sample, the measure utilized, and a lack 
of literature and previous research on the topic at hand. 
 
Limitations of the Sampling Method and Sample Utilized 
The study employed a non-probability convenience sampling method, utilizing data collected 
over a seven year period by the Psychology Department of the higher education institution 
utilized in the study.  This presented a number of limitations.   
Firstly, the data focused on a particular group of individuals, namely, short-listed psychology 
applicants, making it difficult to adequately control for demographic variables such as race, 
language, age, and gender.  Thus, the study had an unequal distribution of applicants across the 
above-mentioned variables.  Although statistical procedures were in some cases able to adjust for 
distribution shortages, it is possible that in some cases the results were adversely influenced by 
such inequalities. However, despite the fact that the sample may not have adequately represented 
the diversity of the South African population, it was a fairly close representation of the profession 
of psychology within the country, as shown in Chapter Four.   
Secondly, the sample consisted of short-listed applicants applying for a master’s psychology 
programme from only one higher education institution in South Africa.  This group therefore 
represented a cross-section of master’s psychology applicants in the country.  Despite the fact 
that many individuals apply and gain admission into the final stages of selection at more than one 
university across the country, it cannot be guaranteed that the sample was representative of short-
listed master’s psychology applicants across South Africa.       
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Finally, as a result of the sampling method used as well as the particular sample employed, 
the results of this study cannot be generalized to the entire set of short-listed master’s psychology 
applicants across South Africa.  The results are therefore only relevant to the sample employed in 
this study.  In addition, despite the sample size being adequate in terms of the statistical analyses, 
some caution is recommended in over-generalizing results where statistical significance was 
found amongst groups with highly unequal sample distributions, such as in the case of the 
biographical variables. 
 
Limitations of the Measure Utilized 
One of the major limitations of the study pertained to the purpose of the personality 
assessment and to the particular personality inventory utilized.  Participants in this study 
completed the NEO PI-R as part of a comprehensive selection process to gain entry into a 
master’s psychology programme.  This type of context can produce high motivation for 
applicants to fake their responses in an effort to create a favourable impression of themselves.  
Furthermore, the assessment measure utilized, the NEO PI-R, has been criticized not only in 
terms of its transparency which makes faking easier, but also for its lack of validity scales to 
detect fake responses.  Although some validity checks are in place, these are time consuming and 
require access to the answer sheet protocol.  In the present study, the resources were not available 
to carry out such checks.  Therefore, it is possible that the results of the NEO PI-R were distorted, 
resulting in less realistic findings.   
A second limitation stemming from the utilization of the NEO PI-R pertained to the 
psychometric properties of the measure.  Although universality of the five-factor model of 
personality structure suggests that the NEO PI-R is valid for use in an African context, studies 
have produced somewhat mixed results in South African samples in this respect.  Despite 
research by Heuchert (1998) providing some early evidence that the NEO PI-R is valid for use in 
the South African context, there has been little research since to support those initial findings.  
The internal consistency obtained in this study suggests that some revision of the measure may be 
necessary for certain population groups in South Africa.  In addition, the lack of South African 
norms for this measure resulted in the use of American norms for the sample in the present study.  
The results were therefore interpreted in comparison to an American normative population.  
 
 188
Limitations due to a Lack of Literature and Previous Research 
Limited research and available literature were also considered a limitation to this study.  
Literature relating to the personality of master’s psychology students, particularly in the South 
African context was limited.  In addition, very little research has been conducted using the NEO 
PI-R in a South African context, as well as with samples of master’s psychology students.  As a 
result, it was difficult to make scale comparisons in relation to the South African context.  Finally, 
while the N and E domains represented in the NEO PI-R are well established in the psychological 
literature, the O, A, and C domains are underrepresented.   
 
Recommendations for Future Research 
Any extension of knowledge in the area of personality, personality assessment, university 
students, and selection procedures, particularly in the South African context, would add valuable 
information to the domains of psychology and personology.  Studies emanating from the present 
study could follow a number of lines in this respect.   
Firstly, there is limited research on the selection procedures for master’s psychology students 
at South African universities.  This study only addressed one aspect of the selection procedure, 
namely, the psychometric assessment of personality of short-listed applicants.  Following on the 
call from Cerrai (1997) and Louw and Fouché (2001), future studies could examine the validity 
of the admissions criteria employed as well as the numerous other assessment methods utilized 
during the selection process for master’s psychology students.   
The present study offers various classification functions which could be used to assign 
applicants into different groups such as those selected and not selected, or the three different 
personality cluster groups identified in the study.  However, these functions need to be cross-
validated on other samples before they can be used with confidence.  Furthermore, no research 
has been conducted on the relationship between these groups of students and performance in the 
programme.  Further research in this area is therefore recommended.   
At the higher education institution utilized in this study, two personality inventories are 
employed in the selection procedures, namely, the NEO PI-R and the MMPI-2.  Lunt (2005) has 
already explored the personality profiles of the short-listed master’s psychology applicants at this 
higher education institution using the MMPI-2.  It would be interesting to build on the present 
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study and that of Lunt (2005) by comparing the findings of the two studies and by possibly 
researching both measures co-jointly in a study.    
Furthermore, this study did not focus on the differences in personality between successful and 
non-successful applicants, nor effective versus non-effective counsellors.  Numerous studies have 
noted personality differences in this regard, particularly when using the MMPI (Ault, 2001; 
Snyder, 1955; Softas-Nall et al., 2001).  It would be interesting to explore the NEO PI-R 
personality profiles in terms of successful and unsuccessful applicants and effective and non-
effective counsellors, and to perhaps compare them to results from other personality inventories 
commonly used in selection procedures, such as the MMPI, the 16PF or the MBTI.  Furthermore, 
such a study could investigate the relationship between personality and academic success, 
compared to that between personality and counsellor effectiveness.   
A further research opportunity would be to explore personality differences between the 
various categories of professional registration for psychologists, that is, clinical, counselling, 
research, and educational psychology.  One might also extend this study from master’s 
psychology students to practicing psychologists.  Following research conducted overseas, another 
recommendation would be to include samples of students from other faculties at the university.  
In this way, comparisons between the personalities of students from different career fields could 
be compared.  
The present study could also be replicated using a sample of undergraduate BPsych students, 
who also undergo a selection process, normally after two years of study in a general psychology 
programme.  This would enable a comparison between undergraduate and postgraduate 
psychology applicants.  Snyder (1955) found that undergraduate learners were less well adjusted 
than clinical psychology graduates.  In addition, further research could be gathered on the 
usefulness of the NEO PI-R in the selection of psychology students.        
Finally, further research using the NEO PI-R as an assessment tool would be of immense 
value in the South African context, where research is seriously limited.  It is therefore 
recommended that further studies be conducted to establish a South African normative sample 
against which South African NEO PI-R profiles and research can be compared.  It is particularly 
important that the standardization sample is representative of the South African population, as the 
present study suggests that the NEO PI-R is more valid for some race groups than for others.     
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Conclusion 
The final chapter of the present study began by reviewing the conclusions of the study.  This 
was followed by a discussion of the value of the study, the limitations experienced and finally, 
recommendations for future research.  Despite some limitations to the study, the findings were 
thought to contribute in a valuable way to furthering knowledge regarding the personality 
characteristics of and selection procedures for master’s psychology applicants, and the use of 
personality assessment, and more specifically, the NEO PI-R, in the selection context.  Overall, 
the use of NEO PI-R profiles in the selection of short-listed master’s psychology applicants was 
deemed to provide useful information regarding the applicants, and was found to add value to the 
selection process.  At a broader level, the results of the present study highlighted the practical 
utility and applicability of the FFM in an applied context, such as that of screening and selection.      
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Description of the Revised NEO Personality Inventory (NEO PI-R) Facet Scales 
 
 
NEUROTICISM FACET SCALES 
 
N1: Anxiety 
Anxious individuals are apprehensive, fearful, prone to worry, nervous, tense and jittery.  Low 
scorers are calm and relaxed, and do not dwell on things that might go wrong.   
 
N2: Angry Hostility 
This scale represents the tendency to experience anger and related states such as frustration and 
bitterness, and measures the individual’s readiness to feel angry.  Whether or not they express 
their anger depends on their level of Agreeableness.  Low scorers are easygoing and slow to 
anger. 
 
N3: Depression 
This scale measures normal individual differences in the tendency to experience depressive affect.  
High scorers are prone to feelings of guilt, sadness, hopelessness, and loneliness, and are easily 
discouraged and dejected.  Low scorers rarely experience such emotions. 
 
N4: Self-Consciousness 
The emotions of shame and embarrassment are central to this facet scale. Self-conscious 
individuals feel uncomfortable in the presence of others, and are sensitive to ridicule, and prone 
to feelings of inferiority.  Low scorers are less disturbed by awkward social situations and do not 
misperceive others to be watching or judging them. 
 
N5: Impulsiveness 
This scale measures the tendency to experience strong urges and cravings which individuals find 
difficult to control or resist.  High scorers tend to be orientated towards short-term gratifications 
rather than long-term consequences. Low scorers have a high level of tolerance for frustration 
and find it easier to resist such temptations.     
 
N6: Vulnerability 
This scale measures vulnerability to stress.  High scorers feel unable to cope with stress, 
becoming dependent, hopeless, or panicked in difficult situations.  Low scorers perceive 
themselves to be capable of handling a difficult situation.   
 
 
EXTRAVERSION 
 
E1: Warmth 
High scorers are generally affectionate and friendly individuals who genuinely like people and 
find it easy to form close attachments.  Low scorers are not necessarily cold or hostile, but are 
more formal, and reserved and tend not to reach out to others.  Warmth is closely related to 
Agreeableness, but is distinguished by a certain vigour or heartiness that is not present in 
Agreeableness. 
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E2: Gregariousness 
This scale represents a preference for other people’s company.  High scorers actively seek out 
and enjoy the company of others and find it stimulating and rewarding.  Low scorers prefer their 
privacy and tend to feel overwhelmed by large crowds, and therefore tend to avoid large 
gatherings of people.   
 
E3: Assertiveness 
Assertiveness refers to an individual’s degree of social dominance and leadership abilities.  High 
scorers are dominant, forceful, and socially ascendant, and tend to speak out, take charge and 
direct the activities of others.  Low scorers prefer to stay in the background and let others take 
control. 
 
E4: Activity 
Activity is characterised by an individual’s personal energy, tempo and need to keep busy.  High 
scorers live fast-paced lives.  They tend to have a rapid personal tempo and engage in vigorous 
activities.  Low scorers have a more relaxed and leisurely tempo.   
 
E5: Excitement-Seeking 
This refers to the need to seek out exciting and stimulating environments.  High scorers crave 
excitement and stimulation, like bright colours and noisy environments, and are likely to take 
risks and seek out thrills.  Low scorers feel overwhelmed by too much noise and commotion and 
feel little need to take risks or seek out thrills. 
 
E6: Positive Emotions 
This scale assesses the tendency to experience positive feelings such as joy, happiness, love and 
excitement. High scorers laugh easily and often, and are cheerful and optimistic.  Low scorers are 
not necessarily unhappy, but are less exuberant and high-spirited in their expression of their 
feelings.   
 
 
OPENNESS TO EXPERIENCE 
  
O1: Fantasy 
This scale refers to the use of imagination and fantasy to create a rich and interesting inner world.  
High scorers tend to have a vivid imagination and active fantasy life which contributes to an 
enriched and creative life.  Low scorers are more prosaic, preferring to stick to the task at hand 
and being orientated more towards facts than fantasy.   
 
O2: Aesthetics 
This scale measures an individual’s degree of sensitivity to, appreciation of and interest in art and 
beauty.  High scorers have a deep appreciation for art and beauty and are easily moved by or 
absorbed in poetry, music and art.  Low scorers are relatively insensitive and uninterested in art 
and beauty.    
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O3: Feelings 
This scale refers to an individual’s awareness and receptivity of their inner feelings and emotions.  
High scorers experience deeper and more differentiated emotional states more intensely than 
others and value emotions as an important part of life. They have good awareness of and access 
to their own feelings.  Low scorers are less aware of their feelings, and express their emotions 
less openly.  They do not view feelings as an important part of life.    
 
O4: Actions 
This scale is measured behaviourally in the willingness to try different activities, go to new 
places or eat unusual foods.  High scorers prefer novelty and variety and are comfortable with 
change.  Low scorers prefer familiarity and routine and tend to be uncomfortable with change. 
 
O5: Ideas  
This scale reflects and individual’s degree of intellectual curiosity and their openness and 
willingness to consider new and unconventional ideas.  High scorers actively seek out intellectual 
pursuits, and enjoy philosophical arguments, brain teasers, riddles and puzzles.  Low scorers 
prefer dealing with people or things rather than ideas.    
 
O6: Values 
This scale refers to an individual’s readiness to re-evaluate social, political, and religious values.  
High scorers show greater readiness to challenge authority, convention and traditional values.  
Low scorers tend to accept authority and honour tradition.  They are therefore generally more 
conservative. 
 
 
AGREEABLENESS 
 
A1: Trust 
High scorers on this scale tend to view others as fair, honest and well-intentioned, while low 
scorers tend to be cynical and sceptical and assume that others are selfish, dishonest or even 
dangerous or devious.     
 
A2: Straightforwardness 
High scorers on this scale interact with others in a frank, sincere and ingenuous manner.  Low 
scorers are more guarded in their approach to others and are more willing to manipulate others 
through flattery, craftiness or deception, although they are not necessarily dishonest or 
manipulative people.   
 
A3: Altruism 
High scorers find helping people genuinely rewarding and have an active concern for the welfare 
of others shown through generosity, consideration for others and willingness to assist others in 
need of help.  Low scorers tend to be somewhat more self-centred and are reluctant to get 
involved in the problems of others.   
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A4: Compliance 
This scale relates to characteristic reactions to interpersonal conflict.  High scorers tend to dislike 
confrontation or conflict and tend to defer to others, inhibit aggression, and forgive and forget.  
Low scorers tend to be more aggressive and competitive in their interpersonal interactional style 
and show no reluctance to express their anger. 
 
A5: Modesty 
High scorers are humble and self-effacing, although they do not necessarily lack self-confidence.  
Low scorers believe they are superior people and may be perceived by others as being arrogant or 
conceited.   
 
A6: Tendermindedness 
This scale measures attitudes of sympathy and concern for others.  High scorers have a 
humanistic focus, and are tender-hearted, compassionate, and moved by the needs of others.  Low 
scorers are more hard-headed, tend to be less moved by appeals of pity, and are more concerned 
with objectivity, truth and justice than with mercy.   
 
 
CONSCIENTIOUSNESS 
 
C1: Competence 
This scale refers to an individual’s sense of capability, sensibility, prudence and effectiveness.  
High scorers feel prepared to deal with life, and are perceived by others to be efficient, confident 
and intelligent.  Low scorers have a lower opinion of their abilities and often feel unprepared or 
inept to deal with life.  Others may perceive them to be confused, forgetful, frivolous, and lacking 
in self-confidence.   
 
C2: Order 
High scorers on this scale are neat, tidy, precise, efficient, methodical, and well-organized.  Low 
scorers are unable to get organized and tend to be unmethodical, disorderly, impulsive, and 
careless. 
 
C3: Dutifulness 
High scorers on this scale adhere strictly to their ethical principles and scrupulously fulfil their 
moral obligations.  They are dependable, mannerly, organized and thorough.  Low scorers are 
more casual about such matters and may be somewhat undependable, unreliable, absent-minded, 
and distractible.   
 
C4: Achievement-Striving 
This scale measures an individual’s orientation towards success and achievement.  High scorers 
have high aspiration levels and work hard to achieve their goals.  They have a strong sense of 
direction in life and are diligent, purposeful, ambitious, industrious, enterprising and persistent.  
Low scorers are not driven to succeed and are lackadaisical, leisurely, dreamy, disorganized and 
sometimes even lazy.   
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C5: Self-Discipline 
This scale measures the ability to start tasks and complete them despite boredom and other 
distractions.  High scorers have internal motivation to complete tasks.  Low scorers tend to 
procrastinate, are easily distracted and discouraged, and eager to quit.  Low scorers find it 
difficult to motivate themselves to do what they want to do.   
 
C6: Deliberation 
This scale measures an individual’s tendency to think before acting.  High scorers are cautious, 
deliberate, logical, and mature.  Low scorers are hasty and often speak or act without considering 
the consequences.  They can be described as being spontaneous, impulsive, careless, or immature. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note: Adapted from the Revised NEO Personality Inventory (NEO-PI-R) and NEO Five-Factor 
Inventory (NEO-FFI) Professional Manual by P.T. Costa and R.R. McCrae (1992a) and from 
The Revised NEO Personality Inventory: Clinical and Research Applications by R.L. Piedmont 
(1998) 
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SELECTION OF MASTERS PSYCHOLGY STUDENTS 
 
 
 
I, …………………………………………………(name), grant permission to the Psychology Department 
to report the results of the psychological evaluation conducted on …………………………….(date) to the 
selection panel for the purpose of assisting with the selection of postgraduate Psychology students. 
 
• I am aware that my results will be held in confidence by the selection panel appointed by the 
Department of Psychology, and grant permission for the information to be entered anonymously into a 
research database within the Department. 
 
• I am aware that the Department will provide no feedback after the selection process. 
 
• If selected, I will confirm my acceptance in writing within five days from the date of notification. 
 
 
SIGNATURE  ………………………………………………………………….. 
   (Applicant) 
 
WITNESS  (Name) …………………………………………………………. 
    
   (Signature) ……………………………………………………... 
    
    (Date) …………………………… 
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Distribution Tables for Total Sample According to Categories for Domain and Facet Scales 
 
Table 1 
Distribution of Sample According to Categories for Domain Scales 
Variable Very Low Low Average High Very High 
Neuroticism 44  (18%) 108 (44%) 75  (30%) 17   (7%) 3    (1%) 
Extraversion - 13   (5%) 64  (26%) 116 (47%) 54  (22%) 
Openness - 4     (2%) 56  (21%) 111 (45%) 80  (32%) 
Agreeableness 5    (2%) 26   (11%) 98  (40%) 75   (30%) 43  (17%) 
Conscientiousness 2    (1%) 13   (5%) 79  (32%) 98   (40%) 55  (22%) 
 
Table 2  
Distribution of Sample According to Categories for the Neuroticism Facet Scales 
Variable Very Low Low Average High Very High 
Anxiety 29 (12%) 84  (34%) 97  (39%) 33 (13%) 4  (2%) 
Angry Hostility 31 (13%) 84   (34%) 106 (43%) 19 (8%) 7  (3%) 
Depression 17 (7%) 97   (39%) 103 (42%) 26 (11%) 4  (2%) 
Self-Consciousness 31 (13%) 96   (39%) 88  (36%) 22 (9%) 10 (4%) 
Impulsiveness 39 (16%) 85   (34%) 87  (35%) 28 (11%) 8  (3%) 
Vulnerability 50 (20%) 115 (47%) 70  (28%) 11 (4%) 1  (0)% 
 
Table 3 
Distribution of Sample According to Categories for the Extraversion Facet Scales 
Variable Very Low Low Average High Very High 
Warmth 2 (1%) 6  (2%) 81  (33%) 110 (45%) 48 (19%) 
Gregariousness 6 (2%) 23 (9%) 68 (28%) 107 (43%) 43 (17%) 
Assertiveness 2 (1%) 17 (7%) 95 (38%) 83 (34%) 50 (20%) 
Activity 6 (2%) 39 (16%) 120 (49%) 69 (28%) 13 (5%) 
Excitement-Seeking  3 (1%) 36 (15%) 86  (35%) 95 (38%) 27 (11%) 
Positive Emotions 2 (1%) 10 (4%) 77  (31%) 110 (45%) 48  (19)% 
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Table 4 
Distribution of Sample According to Categories for the Openness Facet Scales 
Variable  Very Low Low Average High Very High 
Fantasy 5 (2%) 26  (11%) 74  (30%) 83 (34%) 59 (24%) 
Aesthetics 6 (2%) 13 (5%) 71 (29%) 105 (43%) 52 (21%) 
Feelings - 15 (6%) 90 (36%) 102 (41%) 40 (16%) 
Actions 11 (4%) 31 (13%) 78 (32%) 86 (34%) 41 (17%) 
Ideas  1 (0%) 6 (2%) 50  (20%) 109 (44%) 81 (33%) 
Values - 23 (9%) 87  (35%) 94 (38%) 43  (17%) 
 
Table 5 
Distribution of Sample According to Categories for the Agreeableness Facet Scales 
Variable Very Low Low Average High Very High 
Trust 8 (3%) 28  (11%) 88  (36%) 98 (40%) 25 (10%) 
Straightforwardness 13 (5%) 34 (14%) 106 (43%) 66 (27%) 28 (11%) 
Altruism 5 (2%) 21 (9%) 91 (37%) 75 (30%) 55 (22%) 
Compliance 15 (6%) 44 (18%) 96 (39%) 75 (30%) 17 (7%) 
Modesty  16 (6%) 36 (15%) 97  (39%) 67 (27%) 31 (13%) 
Tender-Mindedness 2 (1%) 21 (9%) 69  (28%) 99 (40%) 56  (23%) 
 
Table 6 
Distribution of Sample According to Categories for the Conscientiousness Facet Scales 
Variable  Very Low Low Average High Very High 
Competence 4 (2%) 11  (4%) 77  (31%) 116 (47%) 39 (16%) 
Order 12 (5%) 34 (14%) 126 (51%) 62 (25%) 13 (5%) 
Dutifulness 2 (1%) 43 (17%) 85 (34%) 86 (35%) 31 (13%) 
Achievement Striving 2 (1%) 12 (5%) 53 (21%) 108 (44%) 72 (29%) 
Self-Discipline  3 (1%) 17 (7%) 101  (41%) 87 (35%) 39 (16%) 
Deliberation 2 (1%) 23 (9%) 67  (27%) 95 (38%) 60  (24%) 
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Results for T-Tests 
 
Table 7 
Results of the T-Test to Determine Personality Differences between Males and Females on 
Anxiety and Depression Facet Scales 
Variable t-value df p-value 
Anxiety -2.524 245 0.012* 
Depression -2.491 245 0.013* 
 Note: * indicates significance where p < 0.05 
 
Table 8 
Results of the T-Test to Determine Personality Differences According to Age on 
Assertiveness and Excitement-Seeking Facet Scales 
Variable t-value df p-value 
Assertiveness -2.222 245 0.027* 
Excitement-Seeking  2.953 245 0.003* 
Note: * indicates significance where p < 0.05 
 
Table 9 
Results of the T-Test to Determine Personality Differences According to Degree Obtained on the 
Domains 
Variable t-value df p-value 
Neuroticism 2.093 230 0.037* 
Agreeableness  -2.092 230 0.038* 
Note: * indicates significance where p < 0.05 
 
Table 10 
Results of the T-Test to Determine Personality Differences According to Degree Obtained on the 
Facet Scales 
Variable t-value df p-value 
Anxiety 2.261 230 0.025* 
Depression 2.062 230 0.040* 
Trust -2.445 230 0.015* 
Modesty  -2.100 230 0.046* 
Note: * indicates significance where p < 0.05 
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Table 11 
Results of T-Tests for Domains According to Outcome of the Application 
Domain Scale t-value df p-value 
Neuroticism 3.34 245  0.001* 
Extraversion -2.31 245  0.021* 
Openness -1.37 245 0.173 
Agreeableness -1.037 245 0.301 
Conscientiousness -1.76 245 0.079 
Note: * indicates highly significance where p < 0.01 
 
Table 12 
Results of T-Tests for Facets According to Outcome of the Application 
Facet Scale t-value df p-value 
Angry Hostility 2.42 245 0.016 
Depression 3.70 245 0.000 
Self-Consciousness 3.07 245 0.002 
Vulnerability 2.35 245 0.019 
Warmth -2.57 245 0.011 
Assertiveness -1.98 245 0.049 
Excitement-Seeking -2.43 245 0.016 
Feelings -2.43 245 0.016 
Actions -2.68 245 0.008 
Values -2.22 245 0.027 
Trust -2.19 245 0.029 
Competence -3.02 245 0.003 
Note: All scales were significant at p<0.05 
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Results for One-Way Analyses of Variance (ANOVA) 
 
Table 13 
Results of One-Way Analyses of Variance (ANOVAs) for Domains According to Race 
Domain Scale F-ratio p-value 
Neuroticism 0.39 0.675 
Extraversion 0.05 0.956 
Openness 6.88  0.001* 
Agreeableness 4.60  0.011* 
Conscientiousness 0.28 0.756 
Note: * indicates significance where p < 0.05 
 
Table 14 
Results of One-Way Analyses of Variance (ANOVAs) for Facets According to Race 
Facet Scales F-ratio p-value 
Activity 3.07 0.048* 
Fantasy 6.64 0.002* 
Feelings 12.41 0.000* 
Actions 3.84 0.023* 
Trust 9.36 0.000* 
Modesty 20.66 0.000* 
Deliberation 6.66 0.002* 
Note: * indicates significance where p < 0.05 
 
Table 15 
Results of One-Way Analyses of Variance (ANOVAs) for Domains According to Home 
Language 
Domain Scale F-ratio p-value 
Neuroticism 1.76 0.155 
Extraversion 1.47 0.223 
Openness 3.20  0.024* 
Agreeableness 7.19  0.000* 
Conscientiousness 2.37 0.071 
Note: * indicates significance where p < 0.05 
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Table 16 
Results of One-Way Analyses of Variance (ANOVAs) for Facets According to Home 
Language 
Facet Scales F-ratio p-value 
Gregariousness 2.80 0.041 
Activity 2071 0.046 
Fantasy 3.56 0.015 
Feelings 7.79 0.000 
Trust 6.65 0.000 
Modesty 13.68 0.000 
Achievement-Striving 4.86 0.003 
Deliberation 5.59 0.001 
 Note: All scales were significant at p<0.05 
 
Table 17 
Results of One-Way Analyses of Variance (ANOVAs) for Domains According to Academic 
Rating 
Domain Scale F-ratio p-value 
Neuroticism 1.11 0.332 
Extraversion 1.01 0.367 
Openness 4.89  0.008* 
Agreeableness 4.49  0.012* 
Conscientiousness 4.57  0.011* 
 Note: * indicates significance where p < 0.05 
 
Table 18 
Results of One-Way Analyses of Variance (ANOVAs) for Facets According to Academic 
Rating 
Facet Scale F-ratio p-value 
Feelings 9.22 0.000 
Trust 8.22 0.000 
Modesty 3.87  0.022 
Dutifulness 3.81  0.023 
Achievement-Striving 5.11  0.001 
Self-Discipline 3.48  0.032 
Deliberation 3.75  0.025 
Note: All scales were significant at p<0.05 
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Table 19 
Results of One-Way Analyses of Variance (ANOVAs) for Domains According to Programme 
Preference 
Domain Scale F-ratio p-value 
Neuroticism 1.41 0.245 
Extraversion 0.11 0.898 
Openness 3.90   0.022* 
Agreeableness 1.79  0.168 
Conscientiousness 1.57  0.211 
Note: * indicates significance where p < 0.05 
 
Table 20 
Results of One-Way Analyses of Variance (ANOVAs) for Facets According to Programme 
Preference 
Facet Scale F-ratio p-value 
Aesthetics 4.90 0.008 
Ideas 10.07 0.000 
Achievement-Striving 3.41  0.035 
Self-Discipline 2.02  0.023 
Note: All scales were significant at p<0.05 
 
Table 21 
Results of One-Way Analyses of Variance (ANOVAs) for Domains According to the Three 
Clusters 
Domain Scale F-ratio p-value 
Neuroticism 85.59 0.000 
Extraversion 22.55 0.000 
Openness 17.25 0.000 
Agreeableness 152.13 0.000 
Conscientiousness 74.64 0.000 
Note: All scales were highly significant at p<0.01 
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Results for Post Hoc Sheffé Tests 
 
Table 22 
Post Hoc Sheffé Tests to Determine Significance of Cluster Differences According to Domains 
Domains  Scheffé Test Values 
 
Neuroticism 
Clusters 2 3 
1 0.000  0.000 
2   0.000 
    
 
Extraversion 
Clusters 2 3 
1 0.000 0.013 
2  0.000 
    
 
Openness 
Clusters 2 3 
1 0.002 0.037 
2   0.000 
    
 
Agreeableness 
Clusters 2 3 
1  0.000 0.000 
2  0.000 
    
 
Conscientiousness 
Clusters 2 3 
1 0.000 0.000 
2  0.000 
  Note: Differences among all clusters were significant where p<0.05 
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Results for Chi-Square Analyses 
 
Table 23 
Chi-Square Analysis for Biographical Variables and Clusters 
Clusters 
Variable Pearson Chi-Square df p-value 
Gender  0.33 2 0.847 
Age  0.85 2 0.653 
Race Group  3.00 4 0.558 
Home Language 17.19 6   0.009* 
Note: * indicates significance where p < 0.01 
 
Table 24 
Chi-Square Analysis for Education-Related Variables and Clusters 
Clusters
Variable Pearson Chi-Square df p-value 
Degree Obtained  7.01 4 0.135 
Academic Rating  7.40 6 0.286 
Years since last year of study 0.52 2 0.772 
Selected 
Clinical/Counselling 
1.65 2 0.439 
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Results for Discriminant Function Analyses 
 
Table 25 
Summary of Discriminant Function Analysis for Outcome of Application 
Variable Partial Lambda p-level 
Other Degree 0.98 0.110 
BPsych Degree 0.96 0.476 
1+ Years since last study 1.00 0.255 
Academic Rating: 60%-69% 1.00   0.039* 
Academic Rating: 70%-74% 1.00 0.698 
N T-score 0.97   0.005* 
E T-score 1.00 0.152 
O T-score 1.00 0.576 
A T-score 1.00 0.401 
C T-score 1.00 0.554 
Note: * indicates significance where p < 0.05 
The Partial Lambda indicates each variable’s unique contribution to the discriminatory power 
of the model.  Only two variables, namely Academic Rating and the N T-score contributed 
significantly (p<0.05).   
 
Table 26 
Summary of Discriminant Function Analysis for Clusters 
Variable Partial Lambda p-level 
Other Degree 0.98 0.110 
BPsych Degree 0.96   0.008* 
1+ Years since last study 1.00 0.760 
Academic Rating: 60%-69% 1.00 0.888 
Academic Rating: 70%-74% 1.00 0.872 
N T-score 0.67   0.000* 
E T-score 0.85   0.000* 
O T-score 0.92   0.000* 
A T-score 0.54   0.000* 
C T-score 0.86   0.000* 
Note: * indicates significance where p < 0.01 
The Partial Lambda indicates each variable’s unique contribution to the discriminatory power 
of the model.  Six variables, namely, BPsych Degree, N T-score, E T-score, O T-score, A T-score, 
and C T-score contributed significantly (p<0.01).     
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Introduction 
The K-means clustering technique produced results for two, three, and four cluster solutions 
based on the NEO PI-R data.  The three cluster solution was identified as the most appropriate for 
use in this study.  The two and four cluster solutions are presented below with a brief description 
as well as an explanation for their exclusion from this study.   
 
Figure 1: Two Cluster Solution 
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ANOVA revealed significant differences (p < 0.01) between the two clusters on all five of the 
domain scale T-scores.   
 
Figure 2: Four Cluster Solution 
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ANOVA revealed significant differences (p < 0.01) between the clusters on all five of the 
domain scale T-scores for the four cluster solution.  Further analyses revealed that Clusters 1 and 
3 did not differ significantly from each other on two domain scales, namely, the N and C domains, 
while Cluster 3 and Cluster 4 did not differ significantly from each other on the E domain.  
Finally, on the A domain, Clusters 1 and 2 did not differ significantly from each other. 
The three cluster solution was decided upon as being the most appropriate as the two cluster 
solution appeared to be somewhat simplistic, while the four cluster solution became slightly more 
complicated (as can be seen in Figures 1 and 3 above).  In addition, frequency tables showed 
various overlaps between the two and three cluster solutions and the three and four cluster 
solutions.  These tables are presented in Table 1 and Table 2, below.   
 
Table 1 
Overlap between the Two and Three Cluster Solutions 
3 Cluster Solution 2 Cluster Solution 2 Cluster Solution Row Total 
 Cluster 1 Cluster 2  
Cluster 1 65 51 116 
Cluster 2 51 0 51 
Cluster 3 0 80 80 
All Groups Total 116 131 247 
 
From Table 1 above it is clear that the three cluster solution provided a better differentiation 
of the personality subgroups than the two cluster solution by further dividing Clusters 1 and 2 of 
the two cluster solution into a third significantly different cluster (namely, Cluster 1) in the three 
cluster solution.  The three cluster solution was therefore chosen over the two cluster solution.    
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Table 2 
Overlap between the Three and Four Cluster Solutions 
3 Cluster 
Solution 
4 Cluster 
Solution 
4 Cluster 
Solution 
4 Cluster 
Solution 
4 Cluster 
Solution 
Row 
Total 
 Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4  
Cluster 1 56 10 46 4 116 
Cluster 2 0 0 10 41 51 
Cluster 3 23 52 5 0 80 
All Groups 
Total 
79 62 61 45 247 
 
From Table 2, above, it is clear that Clusters 2 and 3 of the three cluster solution were well 
represented by Clusters 4 and 2, respectively, of the four cluster solution.  Cluster 1 of the three 
cluster solution was further differentiated in the four cluster solution into Clusters 1 and 3 of the 
latter cluster solution.  While Clusters 1 and 3 differed significantly on the E, O, and A, domains 
they did not differ significantly on the N and C domains.  In addition, the difference on the E 
domain between Clusters 1 and 3 was such that it was unlikely to aid in the identification of more 
or less suitable traits in the context of a master’s psychology training programme.  It was 
therefore decided that the addition of a fourth cluster would not add any substantial value to the 
trait description of applicants that would aid in identifying more or less suitable candidates for 
the programme.  The three cluster solution was therefore retained over the four cluster solution.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
    
